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Abstract: Thisenvironmental assessment (EA) discloses the predicted environmental effects of one
project on federal land located in Township 7 South, Range 7 West, Section 31, Willamette Meridian
and within the Upper Siletz River and Rickreall Creek Watersheds. The project proposes to enhance
conditions for the development of late seral forest habitat on approximately 304 acres of early to mid-
seral forest land. The action would occur within Late-Successional Reserve (L SR) within the North
Coast Adaptive Management Area and Riparian Reserve (RR) Land Use Allocations (LUA).

Asthe Nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of Interior has responsibility for most of our nationally
owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering economic use of our land and water resources,
protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical
places, and providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The Department assesses our energy and
mineral resources and works to assure that their development is in the best interest of all people. The Department aso

has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in Island Territories
under U.S. administration.

BLM/OR/WA/PL-06/016+1792
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
I ntroduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has conducted an environmental analysis (Environmental
Assessment Number OR080-05-08) for a proposal to conduct density management on 40 to 50 year-
old standsin Late-Successional Reserve (LSR) and Riparian Reserve (RR) Land Use Allocation’s
(LUAS) within the North Coast Adaptive Management Areato increase tree growth and enhance
species and structural diversity. The project areais on BLM managed lands in Township 7 South,
Range 7 West, Section 31, Willamette Meridian.

Implementation of the proposed action will conform to management actions and direction contained in
the attached K-Line Late Successional Reserve Enhancement Environmental Assessment (K-Line LSR
Enhancement EA). The K-Line LSR Enhancement EA is attached to and incorporated by reference in
this Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) determination. The analysisin this EA is site-specific
and supplements analyses found in the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental |mpact Statement, September 1994 (RMP/FEIS) (EA p. 1). The K-Line project has
been designed to conform to the Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan,
May 1995 (RMP) and related documents which direct and provide the legal framework for
management of BLM lands within Marys Peak Resource Area (EA pp. 1-2). Consultation with U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Serviceis described in Section 7.1 of the EA.

The EA and FONSI will be made available for public review March 15, 2006 to April 15, 2006. The
notice for public comment will be published in alegal notice by the Polk County Itemizer Observer
newspaper. Comments received by the Marys Peak Resource Area of the Salem District Office, 1717
Fabry Road SE, Salem, Oregon 97306, on or before April 15, 2006 will be considered in making the
decisionsfor this project.

Finding of No Significant mpact

Based upon review of the K-Line LSR Enhancement EA and supporting documents, | have determined
that the Proposed Action isnot amajor federal action and would not significantly affect the quality of
the human environment, individually or cumulatively with other actionsin the general area. No site
specific environmental effects meet the definition of significance in context or intensity as defined in
40 CFR 1508.27. Therefore, supplemental or additional information to the analysis documented in the
RMP/FEIS through a new environmental impact statement is not needed. Thisfinding is based on the
following information:

Context: Potential effects resulting from the implementation of the proposed action have been
anayzed within the context of the Upper Siletz River and Rickreall Creek 5th-field Watersheds and the
project area boundaries. The proposed action would occur on approximately 304 acres of BLM LSR
and RR LUA’ s within the North Coast Adaptive Management Area LUA , encompassing less than
0.5% of the forest cover within the Upper Siletz River and less than 0.001% of the forest cover within
the Rickreall Creek Watersheds [40 CFR 1508.27(a)].
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I ntensity:

1. TheProjectisunlikely to ahave any significant adverse impacts on the affected elements of
the environment (EA section 3.1) - vegetation, soils, water, fisheries/aquatic habitat, wildlife
and fuels/air quality resources. The following isasummary of the design features that would
reduce the risk of affecting the above resources (EA section 2.2.2).

v Seasonally restricting ground-based yarding, road construction and timber hauling
operations to avoid runoff and sedimentation,

v Operating equipment on top of slash and logging debris when possible to minimize
compaction,

v Installing erosion control measures as needed [water bars, sediment trapsin ditchlines, silt
fences, straw bales, and grass seeding exposed mineral soil areas|,

v’ Stream protection zones (no cutting/no yarding) of at least 50 feet slope distance would be
established along streams and identified wet areas within the treatment area.

v Decommissioning new road construction and reconstruction after the completion of the
project.

v’ Existing snags and coarse woody debris would be reserved, except within road rights of
way, yarding corridors/skid trails or for safety reasons.

With the implementation of the project design features described in EA section 2.2.2, potential
effects to the affected elements of the environment anticipated to be site-specific and/or not
measurabl e (i.e. undetectable over the watershed, downstream, and/or outside of the project area)
The project is designed to meet RMP standard and guidelines, modified by subsequent direction
(EA section 1.3); and the effects of this project would not exceed those effects described in the
RMP/FEIS[40 CFR 1508.27(b) (1), EA section 3.2].

2. TheProject would not affect:

v Public health or safety [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(2)];

v Unique characteristics of the geographic area [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)] because there are
no historic or cultural resources, parklands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers,
wilderness, or ecologically critical areas located within the project area (EA sections 3.1);

v’ Didtricts, sites, highways, structures, or other objectslisted in or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places, nor would the proposed action cause loss or
destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources[40 CFR
1508.27(b)(8)] (EA section 3.1).

3. TheProject isnot unique or unusud. The BLM has experience implementing similar actions
in similar areas without highly controversial [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(4)], highly uncertain, or
unique or unknown risks [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(5)].

4. The Project does not set a precedent for future actions that may have significant effects, nor
does it represent adecision in principle about afuture consideration [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(6)].
The BLM has experience implementing similar actionsin similar areas without setting a
precedent for future actions.
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5. Theinterdisciplinary team evaluated the project in context of past, present and reasonably
foreseeable actions [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(7)]. Potential cumulative effects are described in the
attached EA. These effects are not likely to be significant because of the project’ s scope
(effects are likely to be too small to be measurable), scale (project area of 304 acres,
encompassing less than 0.5% of the forest cover within the Upper Siletz River and less than
0.001% of the forest cover within the Rickreall Creek Watersheds), and duration [direct
effects would occur over a maximum period of 4-6 years (EA section 3.2)].

6. TheProject isnot expected to adversely affect endangered or threatened species or habitat
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(9)].

Wildlife:
- The consultation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurred with the
determination of “No Effect” to the northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet because
no suitable habitat is present within the project area.
Designated Critical habitat (Critical Habitat Unit OR-44) for the spotted owl is not likely
be adversely affected because less than 1.3 % of the dispersal habitat within the Critical
Habitat Unit would be affected; and the habitat would continue to function as dispersal
habitat after thinning is completed.
This proposed action has been designed to incorporate all appropriate design standards
set forth in the Biological Assessment to ensure compliance with the Terms and
Conditions included within the Biological Opinion (reference #1-7-2005-F-0005; USDI-
FWS 2004).

Fish: A determination has been made that this proposed project would have ‘ no effect’ on
UWR steelhead trout and chinook salmon and Oregon chub because the project is
approximately 7 and 24 miles uptream from ESA listed fish habitat and project design
features include no harvest activity within stream protection zones, dry season hauling and
post-project leave tree densities of 46-80 trees per acre. The proposed K-Line project is not
expected to affect Essential Fish Habitat due to distance of al activities associated with the K-
Line project from occupied habitat.

7. TheProject does not violate any known Federal, State, or local law or requirement imposed
for the protection of the environment [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(10)].

Prepared by:

Gary Humbard, Team Lead Date
Reviewed by:

Carolyn Sands, (NEPA) Date
Approved by:

Brad Keller, Field Manager Date

Marys Peak Resource Area
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Covered in thisEA

One project will be analyzed in thisEA. K-Line Late Successional Reserve Enhancement isa
proposal to perform density management on approximately 304 acres of 40 to 50 year old stands
within Late Successional Reserve (LSR) and Riparian Reserve (RR) Land Use Allocations
(LUAS).

1.2 Project Area Location

The project areais |located approximately 13 air miles west of Dallas, Oregon, in Polk County on
forested land managed by the Marys Peak Resource Area, Salem District of the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM). The project area lies within the Upper Siletz River and Rickreall Creek
Watersheds and is within Township 7 South, Range 7 West, Section 31, Willamette Meridian

(Map 1).

1.3 Conformance with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Programs

The K-Line project has been designed to conform to the following documents, which direct and
provide the legal framework for management of BLM lands within the Salem District: 1/ Salem
District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, May 1995 (RMP): The RMP has
been reviewed and it has been determined that the K-Line project conforms to the land use plan
terms and conditions (e.g. complies with management goals, objectives, direction, standards and
guidelines) asrequired by 43 CFR 1610.5 (BLM Handbook H1790-1). Implementing the RMP is
the reason for doing this project (RMP pp.1-3); 2/ Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern
Spootted Owl and Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and
Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, April 1994 (the
Northwest Forest Plan, or NWFP); 3/ Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for
Amendment to the Survey & Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards
and Guidelines (S& M ROD, January 2001) and results of the Annual Species Review (ASR) 2001
(BLM IM OR 2002-064), 2002 ASR (BLM IM OR 2003-050) and 2003 ASR (BLM IM OR-
2004-034). 4/ Record of Decision Amending Resource Management Plans for Seven Bureau of
Land Management Districts and Land and Resour ce Management Plans for Nineteen National
Forests within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, Decision to Clarify Provisions Relating to
the Aquatic Conservation Strategy, March 2004 (ACSROD).

The analysisin the K-Line LSR Enhancement EA is site-specific and supplements analyses found
in the Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact
Satement, September 1994 (RMP/FEIS). The RMP/FEIS includes the analysis from the Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional
and Old-Growth Forest Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, February
1994 (NWFP/FSEIS). The RMP/FEIS is amended by the Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement For Amendment to the Survey & Manage, Protection Buffer, and other
Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (S&M FSEIS, November 2000); and the Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Clarification of Language in the 1994 Record of
Decision for the Northwest Forest Plan National Forests and Bureau of Land Management
Districts Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, October 2003 (ACS/FSEIS).
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The following documents provided additional direction in the development of the K-Line project:
5/ Late Successional Reserve Assessment for Oregon’ s Northern Coast Range Adaptive
Management Area [LSRA (Late-Successional Reserve RO269, RO270 & RO807)], 1998; 6/
Rowell, Mill, Rickreall Creeks and Luckiamute River Watershed Analysis, 1998; 7/ Upper Sletz
Watershed Analysis, 1996.

All of the above documents, along with the K-Line interdisciplinary team (IDT) reports (EA
section 8.1.1), are hereby incorporated by reference in the K-Line LSR Enhancement EA and are
available for review in the Salem District Office. Additional information about the proposed
project is available in the K-Line Late Successional Reserve Enhancement Project EA Analysis
File (NEPA file), also available at the Salem District Office.

The Marys Peak Resource Area (RA) is aware of the August 1, 2005, U.S. District Court order in
Northwest Ecosystem Alliance et al. v. Rey et a. which found portions of the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement to Remove or Modify the Survey and Manage Mitigation
Measure Standards and Guidelines (January, 2004) (EIS) inadequate. The RA isaso aware of the
recent January 9, 2006, Court order which:

set aside the 2004 Record of Decision To Remove or Modify the Survey and Manage
Mitigation Measure Standards and Guidelinesin Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern spotted Owl (March, 2004) (2004 ROD)
and

reinstated the 2001 Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendments to the
Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measure Standards and Guidelines
(January, 2001) (2001 ROD), including any amendments or modificationsin effect as of March
21, 2004.

The order further directs "Defendants shall not authorize, allow, or permit to continue any logging
or other ground-disturbing activities....unless such activities are in compliance with the provisions
of the 2001 ROD (as amended or modified as of March 21, 2004)".

The litigation over the amendment that eliminated the Survey & Manage mitigation measure from
the Northwest Forest Plan does not affect the K-line LSR Enhancement Project. All category A, C
and non-fungi B species that were required to be surveyed for under the 2001 ROD, were
surveyed to the specific taxa protocols and any known sites found during field surveys have been
protected or removed from within the project area.

The RA reexamined the individual project record for the K-Line L SR Enhancement Project in
light of the Court ordered remedy. The wildlife and botanical compliance reviews areincluded in
Appendix 4. As stated above, the RA completed all pre-disturbance surveys and site management
as required by survey protocols and management recommendations in compliance with the 2001
ROD. There are no “known sites’ of any Federal or Oregon State listed threatened or endangered
or Bureau specia status or SEIS (survey and manage) specia attention vascular plant, lichen or
bryophyte species within the project area nor were any found during field surveys.

Pre-project fungi clearances are only required for Bridgeoporous nobillisimus. Bridgeoporous

nobillisimus was not found during subsequent surveys. Pre-project clearances are not required for
al other fungi species because they are considered “not practical to survey for”.
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However, the following SEI'S (survey and manage) specia attention fungi species were found
within the proposed project area during field surveys; Rickenella swartzi, Cudonia monticola,
Gomphus kaufmannii and Ramaria cyaneigranosa. All known sitesfor these specieswould be
protected in the project area. There are no other known sites of any Federal or Oregon State listed

threatened or endangered or Bureau special status or SEIS (survey and manage) special attention
fungi species within the project area.

Based on the preceding information regarding the status of surveysfor Survey & Manage wildlife
and botany species and the results of those surveys, the K-Line LSR Enhancement Project
complies with the provisions of the 2001 ROD, as amended or modified as of March 21, 2004.
For the foregoing reasons, thisEA isin compliance with the 2001 ROD as stated in Point (3) on
page 14 of the January 9, 2006, Court order.

1.4 Decision to be made

The decision to be made by the Marys Peak Field Manager is:
Whether to approve the K-Line project, as proposed, not at al, or to some other extent.

Whether site specific impacts would require supplemental/additional information to the
analysis documented in the RMP/FEIS through anew EIS.
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Map 1: Vicinity Map
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1.5 Purpose of and Need for Action

Marys Peak Resource Area staff performed a comprehensive, landscape level analysisto
determine relative priority of watershed areas within the Resource Areafor ecosystem
management. Assessments of watershed, wildlife, silviculture, transportation, and ownership
conditions were made in comparison with provincia strategiesto identify opportunities and needs
and their relative urgency. The Upper Siletz watershed emerged as one of the highest priority
areas to perform density management of forest stands, improve late successional habitat for
marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl, and to improve the watershed and road system.

Asafollow up to the findings of the Upper Siletz and Rowell, Mill, Rickreall Creeks and
Luckiamute River Watershed Analyses, the Marys Peak Resource Area silviculture and wildlife
staff began prioritizing areas within the Resource Areathat would benefit from density
management and which would contribute to the provincial strategies for recovering conditions
across the landscape. The proposed project isintended to implement a subset of specific
management opportunities that were identified within the Upper Siletz and Rickreall Creek
Watershed Analyses. The purpose and need for action is summarized below:

To manage developing forest stands and wildlife habitat in the LSR LUA so that:

v Late-successional forest conditions, which serve as habitat for late-successional forest
species, can be devel oped, accelerated, and enhanced (LSRA p. 2);

v" Plan and implement silvicultural treatments inside Late-Successional Reserves that are
beneficial to the creation of late successional habitat (RMP p. 16). This implementation
would be accomplished through atimber sale that can be successfully offered to the
market place.

To manage early to mid-seral standsin RR LUA (RMP pp. 9-15) so that:

v Growth of trees can be accelerated to restore large conifers to Riparian Reserves (RMP p.
7);

v Habitat (e.g. coarse woody debris, snag habitat, in-stream large wood) for populations of
native riparian-dependent plants, invertebrates, and vertebrate species can be enhanced or
restored (RMP p. 7);

v Structural and spatial stand diversity can be improved on a site-specific and landscape
level in the long term (RMP p. 11, D-6).

To maintain and develop a safe, efficient and environmentally sound road system (RMP p.

62) that:

v Provides appropriate access for timber harvest and silvicultural practices used to meet the
objectives above;

v Providesfor fire vehicle and other management access,

v Reduces environmental effects associated with identified existing roads within the project
area.
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2.0 Alternatives

2.1 Alternative Development

Pursuant to Section 102 (2) (E) of NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended), Federal agencies shall “ Study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning
alternative uses of available resources.” No unresolved conflicts were identified. Therefore, this
EA will analyze the effects of the Alternative 1 (proposed action) and Alternative 2 (No Action).

2.2 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action)

This project consists of conducting density management on approximately 304 acres of 40 to 50
year old stands within LSR and RR LUAS. This project would occur through atimber sale (K-
Line LSR Enhancement). Approximately 304 acres would be thinned to a variable density (basal
arearanging from 80 to 120 sg. ft/acre). Approximately 5% of the treatment area would have gaps
(approximately 15, one acre patch cuts) created and approximately 2% of the treatment area would
have clumps (approximately ¥4 acre untreated areas) created. The intent of the proposed action is
to create stand structural diversity and to produce atimber sale to be offered in fiscal year 2007.
Trees would be skyline yarded on approximately 83 acres and ground based yarded on
approximately 221 acres. New road construction, reconstruction, road renovation and road
decommissioning of new and reconstructed roads over which timber hauling would occur are also
apart of the proposed action.

221 Connected Actions

1. Road Work: Road construction of approximately 5700 feet and road reconstruction of
approximately 300 feet would occur near ridge top locations. All of the road construction
and reconstruction would be surfaced with an approximate 6”-8" depth of pit run rock.
An underground high voltage cable located adjacent to roads 8-7-6.2 and 7-7-31 would
be located prior to road and drainage structure work. Following harvest, al of the new
construction and reconstruction would be decommissioned and blocked to vehicular
traffic. Drain dipswould be installed where cross drainage is necessary. Within existing
roads, spot rock application may occur and drainage structure replacement would occur
on approximately 4 cross drains and/or stream crossings. Cut and fill slopes adjacent to
drainage structure replacements would be grass seeded and riprap would be placed as
needed. New culvertsinstalled would meet 100 year flood design criteria.

2. FuelsTreatments: Fuel treatment strategies would be implemented on portions of the
project areas. Strategies would include directional falling (to keep slash away from fuel
breaks), followed by areduction of surface fuels in order to reduce both the intensity and
severity of potential wildfiresin the long term. Fuels reduction may be accomplished by
burning of slash piles, by machine processing of slash on-site, or by a combination of
these techniques. In order to mitigate fire risk, the area would be monitored for the need
of closing or restricting access during periods of high fire danger. During the closed fire
season the first year following harvest activities, while fuels are in the “red needle” stage,
the entire area would be posted and closed to all off road motor vehicle use.

K-Line Late Successiona Reserve Enhancement EA # OR080-05-08 6



3. Skid Trail Construction: Existing skid trails would be utilized as much as possible.
Constructing new skid trails would be avoided, where possible. New skid trail
construction would follow the project design features described in section 2.2.2. Some
main skid trails may be used as haul roads depending on harvest equipment used. This
type of haul road would be restricted to the maximum width of 15 feet.

4. Blocking Skid Trails: After logging operations, skid trails would be waterbarred and
grass seeded to mitigate soil erosion, reduce noxious weed infestation and help accelerate
the return of native vegetation.

5. Coarse Woody Debris (CWD) Creation: Coarse woody debris enhancement would be
achieved by following strategy #2 as described in the LSRA (See Table 1). This strategy
serves as a guideline used in consideration with site specific factors (e.g. stand age,
adjacent landscape conditions, subsequent treatment possibilities) for development of
CWD prescriptive treatments outlined in Table 1. New inputs of CWD would be
achieved by: indirect harvest activities (e.g. breakage, limbs and tops, trees felled but not
harvested), post-harvest wind throw, bark beetle kill in response to new accumulations of
slash and wind throw, and post-harvest CWD creation.

Table1l: Coarse Woody Debris prescription within the K-Line L SR Enhancement

Proj ect
[Part A. Current CWD conditions.
Down Wood Volume. 2 Snags per Acre by Size Class.
Proposed Unit atid y
CFlacre % DCA4+5 7-10" 11-19” 20" + Totd
31A 820.4 95.9 8.1 2.7 0.7 115
31B 5042.6 81.9 8.4 75 0.6 16.5
31C, 31D 2755.1 86.0 12.7 55 0.6 188
Part B. Proposed CWD Prescriptions.
: 5
Proposed Unit Prescription Objective 4 Desired Input
Snags Down Logs
Input of CWD should balance the need to boost existing low volume of logs
31A and few legacies, with limitations on availability of larger stem sizeswithin 4 2
stand.
31B Minimal input of hard snags/logs needed, since existing CWD volumeisvery 2 1
high.

Modest input of hard snags/logs needed, since existing CWD volume and total
31C, 31D .
snags numbers are high.

1) CWD data comes from stand exam surveys where down logs were counted along transects and the number of standing
snags were counted at fixed plots.

2) Down log volume is reported in cubic-feet per acre, and the % of that volume that exists in advanced decay classes
(decay class 4 and 5).

3) Snags are reported in size classes based on diameters at breast height.

4) All prescription objectives generally follow Strategy # 2 from LSR Assessment (page 97). The general goal isto

bal ance both long-term and short-term needs for CWD by adding some new material now and to let residual trees grow
larger for future CWD recruitment.

5) Desired Input is expressed as trees per acre created in the units. Harvest activities (intermediate supports, stand damage,
limbs and tops, felled but retained logs) and post-harvest processes (wind throw, bug kill, etc.) would be evaluated within 5
years of harvest action and these inputs would be considered prior to creating additional CWD.

2 2
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6. Special Forest Products: Special forest product permits would be available by permit
before and after harvest operations as appropriate for LSR and RR LUA lands in this
portion of the Marys Peak Resource Area.

2.2.2 Project Design Features
The following isasummary of the design features that reduce the risk of effectsto the
affected elements of the environment described in EA section 3.2.

General

All logging activities would utilize the Best Management Practices (BMPs) required by the
Federal Clean Water Act (as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987) (RMP Appendix C pp.
C-1through C-10).

Table 2: Season of Operation/Operating Conditions

Season of Operation or
Operating Conditions
During periods of low

Appliesto Operation Objective

Y arding outside of road right of

tree sap flow, generally | ways (cable) Protecting the bark and cambium of residual trees
July 15-April 15
During periods of low Road

precipitation, generally Minimize soil erosion
May 1-October 31

During periods of low

construction/reconstruction

soil moisture, generaly
July 15-October 15

Ground based yarding (Tractor)

Minimize soil erosion/compaction

During periods of low
soil moisture, generally

Ground based yarding
(Harvester/Forwarder)

Minimize soil erosion/compaction

June 15-October 31,
July 1to August 31

In-stream work period (culvert Minimize soil erosion/stream sedimentation
installation and/or removal)

Timber Hauling

During periods of low
precipitation, generally
May 1-October 31

Minimize soil erosion/stream sedimentation

Project Design Featuresby RMP Objectives

To minimize soil erosion as a sour ce of sedimentation to streams and to minimize soil
product|V|ty loss from soil compaction, loss of slope stability or loss of soil duff layer:
Ground based yarding with either crawler tractors or harvester/forwarders would take place
generally on slopes less than 35% in Units 31A-31D.
Harvester/forwarder use would require that 1ogs be transported free of the ground. The
equipment would be either rubber tired or track mounted, and have rear tires or tracks greater
than 18 inchesin width. Skid trails would be spaced approximately 60 feet apart and be less
than 15 feet in width. Logging debris would be placed in skid trails in front of equipment to
minimize the need for machines to operate on bare soil.
Crawler tractor use would require utilization of pre-designated skid trails spaced
approximately 150 feet apart where they intersect boundaries and utilize existing skid trails as
much as practical.
Waterbars would be constructed where they are determined to be necessary by the Authorized
Officer.
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All locations where mineral soil is exposed (roads to be constructed, reconstruction, cat/skid
roads and landings, culvert replacements) would be sown with Oregon Certified (blue tagged)
red fescue (Festuca rubra), and/or sown with awildlife vegetation mix and applied at arate
equal to 40 pounds per acre or sown/planted with other native species as approved by the
resource area botanist.

In the skyline yarding area, one end suspension of logs would be required over as much of the
area as possible to minimize soil compaction, damage to reserve trees, and disturbance.

Y arding corridors would average approximately 150 feet apart where they intersect
boundaries and be 15 feet or lessin width. Lateral yarding up to 75 feet from the skyline
using an energized locking carriage would be required.

During periods of rainfall when water is flowing off of road surfaces, the contract
administrator may restrict log hauling to minimize water quality impacts, and/or require the
Purchaser to install silt fences, barkbags or apply additional road surface rock.

To meet the objectives of the “ Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS)” Riparian Reserves
(ACS Component #1):
Stream protection zones (SPZs) would be established along all streams and identified wet
areas within the harvest area. These zones would be a minimum of approximately 50 feet
from the high water mark.
To protect water quality, all trees within one tree height of SPZs would be felled away from
streams. Where a cut tree does fall within a SPZ, the portion of the tree within the SPZ would
remain in place. No yarding would be permitted in or through all SPZs within the harvest
area

To protect and enhance stand diversity and wildlife habitat components:
Priorities for tree marking would be based on Marking Guidelines (see Appendix 3).
Approximately fifteen patch cuts would be created within the density management areas by
cutting most trees. The patch cuts would be approximately one acre in size and would most
likely be planted with amix of western hemlock, noble fir and western red cedar. All patch
cuts located within 100 feet of streamswould be less than ¥4 acre. Additional treeswould be
left adjacent to the patch cuts.
Except in yarding corridors/skid trails and patch cuts, species diversity would be maintained
by reserving al trees (merchantable and non merchantable) other than Douglas-fir and
western hemlock.
All open grown “wolf trees’, existing snags and CWD would be reserved, except where they
pose a safety risk or affect access and operability. Any snags or logs felled or moved for
these purposes would remain on site within the project area.
Additional trees would be reserved around snags and additional trees would be cut around
seedlings and understory treesin order to increase spacing variability. The number of
additional reserved trees would be approximately equal to the number of additional cut trees,
thereby keeping the prescribed trees per acre described in K-Line Late Successional Reserve
Enhancement Project EA AnalysisFile (NEPA file).
At least 2 green trees/acre intended to be part of the residual stand would be
felled/girdled/topped to function as CWD at the completion of harvest operations. Treesto be
utilized for CWD creation would be stand average diameter breast height outside bark
(DBHOB) or larger.
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Incidentally felled topped trees (ie. tailtrees, intermediate supports, guyline anchors, hang-ups,
etc.) that are left by harvest operations would be counted toward this target. If such
incidentally felled trees are removed/sold, additional trees would be felled/girdled/topped to
meet this target on a per treatment unit basis.

Further enhancement and monitoring of CWD would occur within the proposed project as
described in Table 1.

The western white pine tree clump arealocated in Unit 31C would be protected by reserving a
buffer of treesaround it. After logging is completed, adjacent treeswould be felled to release
the pine.

Five noblefir trees selected for their superior genetic quaity would be protected, by reserving
adjacent trees around them.

Conifer species such as western hemlock, noble fir and western red cedar would be planted in
areas large enough to support a conifer understory.

Toreducefirehazard risk and protect air quality:

- Light accumulations of debris cleared during road construction and along roads that would
remain in drivable condition following the completion of the project would be scattered along
the length of rights-of-way.

Large accumulations of debris on landings and along existing roads that would remain in
drivable condition would be machine piled. At least 90% of the slash inthe %4’ to 6” diameter
range within 20 feet of the road edge would be piled for burning.

Debris accumulations within the patch cuts would be machine and/or hand piled. At least
75% of the slashinthe ¥4 to 6” diameter range would be piled for burning.

All pileswould be located at |east ten feet away from reserve trees and snags. Larger piles
would be preferable over small piles. Wind rowswould be avoided unless approved in
advance by the Authorized Officer.

During the late summer before the onset of fall rains, all machine and hand piles to be burned,
would be covered at least 80% with 4 mil polyethylene plastic.

All burning would occur under favorable smoke dispersal conditionsin the fall, in compliance
with the state Smoke Management Plan (RMP pp. 22, 65).

To protect Threatened and Endangered and Bureau Special Status Plantsand Animals:
Site management of any Federal or Oregon State Threatened and Endangered (T&E) or
Bureau Special Status (SS) botanical and fungal speciesfound as aresult of additional
inventories would be accomplished in accordance with, BLM Manual 6840- Special Status
Species Management. Site management of Survey and Manage Species would be
accomplished in accordance with the Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for
Amendment to the Survey & Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures
Standards and Guidelines (S& M ROD, January 2001) and the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement For Amendment to the Survey & Manage, Protection Buffer,
and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (S&M FSEIS, November 2000) and
results of the Annual Species Review (ASR) 2001 (BLM IM OR 2002-064), 2002 ASR
(BLM IM OR 2003-050) and 2003 ASR (BLM IM OR-2004-034). This EA isin compliance
with the 2001 ROD as stated in Point (3) on page 14 of the January 9, 2006, Court order in
Northwest Ecosystem Alliance et a. v. Rey et a. (K-Line EA Appendix 4 — Compliance with
Survey and Manage Direction).
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Fungi protection zoneswould be created to provide protection to the following Bureau SEIS
(survey and manage) special attention fungi species; Rickenella swartzi, Cudonia monticola,
Gomphus kaufmannii and Ramaria cyaneigranosa. All of the known sites would be deferred
from any timber harvesting activity which would minimize any soil disturbance and protect
the known site micro-climate.

Adequate protection buffers would be provided to prevent accumulation of sedimentation
from logging activitiesin all areas containing Sphagnum moss.

The Resource Area Biologist and/or Botanist would be notified if any Threatened and
Endangered and Bureau Special Status Plants and Animal species are found occupying stands
proposed for treatment during project activities. All of the known sites would be withdrawn
from any timber harvesting activity.

To protect Cultural Resour ces:

The project area occurs in the Coast Range. Survey technigues are based on those described
in Appendix D of the Protocol for Managing Cultural Resource on Lands Administered by
the Bureau of Land Management in Oregon. Post-project survey would be conducted
according to standards based on slope defined in the Protocol appendix. Ground disturbing
work would be suspended if cultural material is discovered during project work until an
archaeol ogist can assess the significance of the discovery.

2.3 No Action Alternative

The BLM would not implement the action alternative at thistime. This alternative servesto set
the environmental baseline for comparing effects to the proposed action.
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2.4 Alternatives Considered but not Analyzed in Detail

Road construction spurslimited to 200 feet distance: An aternative that would limit the
amount of new spur road construction distances to 200 feet would have reduced the density
management treatment area from the proposed 304 acresto approximately 151 acres. The area
eliminated from density management consisted of approximately 78 acres of skyline yarding and
75 acres of ground based yarding. These areas would become inaccessible to harvest operations
due to adverse topography features and exceedingly high ground based logging costs. This
aternative would not have met the purpose and need as thisreduction would have severely
reduced the development, acceleration, and enhancement of mid-seral forest toward late-
successional forest conditions. Consequently, this alternative was not analyzed in detail.

Restoration Activitieswithout Commercial Timber Removal: An alternative that would have
only included restoration activities (CWD creation) and no commercial timber removal within the
inaccessible areaswas considered. This alternative was not analyzed in detail because solely
creating CWD would be ineffective for meeting the purpose and need of implementing
silvicultural treatments inside Late-Successional and Riparian Reserves that are beneficial to the
creation of late successional habitat, accelerating the growth of treesin order to restore large
conifersto Riparian Reserves and improving structural and spatial stand diversity on asite-
specific and landscape level in the long term.
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Map 2: Map of the Action Alternative

February 8, 2006
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS-
COMMON TO ALL PROJECT AREAS

3.1 Identification of Affected Elements of the Environment

The interdisciplinary team reviewed the elements of the human environment, required by law,
regulation, Executive Order and policy, to determineif they would be affected by the proposed action.
Table 3 (“ Critical Elements of the Human Environment”) and Table 4 (Other Elements of the
Environment) summarize the results of that review. Affected elementsarebold. All entries apply to
the action alternative, unless otherwise noted.

Table 3: Review of the*® Critical Elements of the Human Environment” (BLM H-1790-1,

Appendix 5)
sieils Does this
(i.e., Not ;
. present, | Projec
“Critical Elements Of The Human ' | contribute to
. " Not . Remarks
Environment Affected cumulative
or ' | effects?
Affected) | ¥ SINO
Burning of dash pileswould take place during
favorable weather conditionsin compliance with
ODEQ regulations and Oregon Department of
: : : Forestry guidance, ensuring that impactsto the
Air Quality (Clean Air Act) Affected | No 1 i ched would not exceed the established
standards. Addressed in text (EA section 3.2.6 &
K-Line Timber Sale Proposal Fuels Report pp. 1-
4)
Areas of Critical Environmental Not
No
Concern Present
Cultura resource sitesin the Coast Range, both
historic and prehistoric, occur rarely. The
probability of site occurrence islow because the
Not majority of BLM managed Coast Range land is
Cultural Resources Affected No Io?atedyon steep upl an(ajgmountai nous ?errain that lack
concentrated resources humans would use. Post-
disturbance inventory would be completed on slopes
less than 10%.
There is no known energy resources located in the
. Not roject area. The proposed action would have no
Energy (Executive Order 13212) Affected No Iie)ffcjact on energy dgvelpopment, production, supply
and/or distribution.
The proposed action is not anticipated to have
Environmental Justice (Executive Not No disproportionately high and adverse human health or
Order 12898) Affected environmental effects on minority populations and
low-income populations.
Prime or Unique Farm Lands P Not No
resent
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Status:

(i.e., Not qus this
. Present prolept
“Critical Elements Of The Human N ' | contribute to
. ” ot . Remarks
Environment Affected cumulative
or ' | effects?
Affected) | ¥ SINO
Four culvertswould beinstalled on three
. : perennial and oneintermittent streams (see Map
i%%ds)PlamS (Executive Order Affected No #2), thereby disturbing natural stream banks and
floodplain access. Addressed in Text (EA section
3.2.2 & Soils/Hydrology Report pp. 1-16)
Hazardous or Solid Wastes Not No
Present
Invasive, Nonnative Species Addressad in text (EA section 3.2.1 & Botanical
’ ) Affected No Report K-Line Late Successional Reserve
(plants) (Executive Order 13112)
Enhancement pp. 1-7).
Native American Religious Not No No Native American religious concerns were
Concerns Affected identified during the public scoping period.
Upper Willamette River (UWR) steelhead trout are
approximately 7 miles downstream in Rickreall
Creek and UWR Chinook salmon are approximately
24 miles downstream in Rickreall Creek. A
determination of no effect to listed ESA fish and their
Not habitat was based on the distance upstream of the
Fish Affected No project area from their habitat (approximately 7 and
Threatened 24 miles downstream) and project design criteria that
or includes no harvest activity within SPZs, dry season
Endangered hauling and post-project |eave tree densities of 46-80
(T/E) Species trees per acre. Addressed in text (EA section 3.2.4 &
or Habitat K-Line Density Management Project Environmental
Assessment Fisheries Report pp. 1-6).
Not
Plant Present No
Wildlife
(including Addressad in text (EA section 3.2.5 & Biological
designated Affected No Evaluation pp. 1-10).
Critical Habitat)
. Addressed in text (EA section 3.2.3,
\évraég]guallty (Surface and Affected No Soils/Hydrology Report pp. 1-16 & Cumulative
Effects Analysis pp. 1-11).
Wetlands and Riparian zones (i.e., near stream areas
with actual riparian vegetation or characteristics)
Wetlands/Riparian Zones Not No would be designated as SPZs and buffered out of the
(Executive Order 11990) Affected trestment areas. (K-Line LSR Enhancement Project
Silvicultural Prescription: Including Upland and
Riparian Reservesin NEPA file).
. - Not
Wild and Scenic Rivers Present No
Wilderness Not No
Present
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Table 4: Review of Other Elements of the Environment

Uses; water quantity,
K ey water shed,
Municipal and Domestic)

Status: (i.e, Er%?;ctthls
Other Elements of the NNo':)Frmt contribute to Remarks
Environment A Tesredl @i cumulative
Affected) | STects?
Yes/No
This proposal is consistent with the objectives of the
Not rogram and the state planning goals which form the
Coastal zone Affected No fpougdati on for compli :Ence wit%gthe requirements of
the Coastal Zone Act.
Fire Hazar d/Risk Affected No Addressad in text (EA section 3.2.6 & Fuels
Report pp. 1-4)
Coastal cutthroat trout are considered a special
Other Fish Specieswith status species by the BLM. Addressed in text (EA
Bureau Statusand Affected No section 3.2.4 & K-Line Density M anagement
Essential Fish Habitat Project Environmental Assessment Fisheries
Report pp. 1-6).
Land Uses (right-of-ways, Not No Existing right-of-way agreement (RWA S-805) with
permits, etc) Affected Weyerhauser Company.
Late Successional and Old Not Present No
Growth Habitat
Mineral Resources Not Present No
Not Dispersed use by recreationist (hunting). The areais
Recreation Affected No isolated and isbehind locked gates on all access
routes.
Rural Interface Areas Not Present No
: Addressed in text (EA section 3.2.2 &
Soils Affected No Soilg/Hydrology REeport pp. 1-16)
Special Areas outside
ACECs (Within or
Adi acent() (RMPpp.33 | NotPresent)  No
35)
Other Special Not Addressed in text (EA section 3.2.1 & Botany Report
Status Species/ | Plants Affected No - K-Line Late Successional Reserve Enhancement
Habitat pp. 1-7)
(including . . . :
Survey and Wildlife| Affected No ésglruﬁ?m |gpt-ei<:[1(OE)A section 3.2.5 & Biological
Manage)
. Not Project islocated within VRM Class 111 & 1V land.
Visual Resources Affected No Changes to the landscape character are expected to
be low and comply with Class 11l & 1V guidelines.
Water Resour ces— Other
(303d listed streams,
ODEQ 319 assessment, Addressad in text (EA section 3.2.3,
Downstream Beneficial Affected No Soils/Hydrology Report pp. 1-16 & Cumulative

Effects Analysis pp. 1-11)
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Does this

Rl o
Other Elements of the Not contribute to R K
Environment ’ cumulative emarks

Affected, or

Affected) effects?

Yes/No

Wildlife Structural or
Habitat Components - : : : .
Other (SnagsCWD/ Affected No Addressad in text (EA section 3.2.5 & Biological

Special Habitats, road
densities)

Evaluation pp. 1-10)

3.2 Affected Environment and Environmental Effects

Those elements of the human environment that were determined to be affected are vegetation,
soils, water, fisheries/aquatic habitat, wildlife, and fuels/air quality. This section describes the
current condition and trend of those affected elements, and the environmental effects of the
alternatives on those elements.

321

Vegetation

(IDT Reportsincorporated by reference: K-Line Late Successional Reserve Enhancement Project
Slvicultural Prescription Abstract: Including Upland and Riparian Reserves pp. 1-8, K-Line Late
Successional Reserve Enhancement Project Slvicultural Prescription: | ncluding Upland and
Riparian Reserves pp. 1-21, K-Line Late Successional Reserve Enhancement Botanical Report
pp.1-7, and Abstract K-Line Botany pp.1-4)

Affected Environment

The current stands resulted from a large wildfire and subsequent salvage logging approximately 50
years ago, and were likely left to seed in. No pre-commercial thinning or other intensive
management practices have occurred in these stands.

The project area consists of young densely stocked managed stands, composed of Douglas-ir,
western hemlock, and scattered large noble firs. A small number of western red cedar and
hardwoods occur mostly near streams. The stands are undergoing mortality due to competition.
There are scattered pockets of understory conifers (30 to 50 trees per acre over the whole stand)
and most of these are Douglas-fir with afew western hemlock and fewer noblefir. Therearea
few areas with larger somewhat older residual live trees which presumably either survived the fire
and avoided salvage logging, or established before the majority of the trees. A few scattered large
snags, and down wood in older decay classes (3, 4 and 5) occur throughout the stand (Table 1).
Fresh down wood is mostly in the form of snapped out tops from recent wind storms.

Shrub species consists mostly of dense to scattered rhododendron, depending on light conditions,
and some scattered vine maple, salal, sword fern and Oregon grape. Areas under dense canopy
have very little understory shrub vegetation while areas under canopy openings are densely
stocked with shrub species, mostly rhododendron.
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The stands are located in a harsh environment, with heavy precipitation, often in the form of snow
inthewinter. Asaresult there are many Douglas-fir with snapped out tops, many of them dead,
presumably from wind blowing on trees heavy with snow/ice. No evidence of insectsor diseaseis
evident in the stand, although root disease and Douglas-fir bark beetle are endemic to Oregon
Coast Range conifer stands and probably affect a small portion of trees in the project area.

Federal and Oregon State Threatened/Endangered, Bureau Special Status and Bureau SEIS
(Survey and Manage) Special Attention Botanical and Fungal Species:

All federal and Oregon State threatened and endangered, Bureau special status and SEIS (survey
and manage) special attention species included in the Marys Peak botanical report, appendix A, or
otherwise listed in Table 1-1, annual species review (December 2003) were surveyed for either on
the ground or through pre-project clearances such as known site databases and examination of
habitat requirement for individual species.

Inventory of the project areafor Federal and Oregon State threatened and endangered and Bureau
special status and Bureau SEIS (survey and manage) special attention vascular plant, lichen,
bryophyte and fungal species were accomplished through pre-field reviews and field intuitive
controlled surveys, in accordance with survey protocols for each specific groups of species.

There are no “known sites’” of any Federal or Oregon State listed threatened or endangered or
Bureau special status or SEIS (survey and manage) specia attention vascular plant, lichen or
bryophyte species within the project area nor were any found during subsequent surveys.

Pre-project fungi clearances are only required for Bridgeoporous nobillisimus. Bridgeoporous
nobillisimus was not found during subsequent surveys. Pre-project clearances are not required for
al other fungi species because they are considered “not practical to survey for”. However, the
following SEIS (survey and manage) specia attention fungi species were found within the
proposed project area during subsequent surveys; Rickenella swartzi, Cudonia monticola,
Gomphus kaufmannii and Ramaria cyaneigranosa. There are no other known sites of any Federal
or Oregon State listed threatened or endangered or Bureau special status or SEIS (survey and
manage) special attention fungi species within the project area.

There are no “unique” habitat areas (caves, cliffs, meadows, waterfalls, ponds, lakes) within the
proposed project area.

Invasive Species. (Noxious weeds, Invasive Non-native Species).

The following noxious weeds are known from within or adjacent to the project area, Tansy
ragwort (Senecio jacobaea), bull and Canadian thistles (Cirsiumvulgare and C. arvense), St.
John’swort (Hypericum perforatum) and Scot’ s broom (Cytisus scoparius).

Environmental Effects

3.2.1.1 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action)

Development of stand structure and individual tree characteristics desirable for attainment of
composition and structural diversity objectivesin the LSRA and the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
would be accelerated.
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Trees would be removed in avariable spacing; providing both openings for understory tree/shrub
development and areas of higher density. Thiswould provide habitat for awider variety of
species than a dense uniform stand. The proposed action would increase the amount of light
penetrating the canopy and promote growth and development of vegetation found at mid canopy
and ground levels. In the short term a more complex understory would develop consisting of more
shrub species which are important habitat components for insects, amajor food source for fish,
amphibians and birds. Understory initiation of shade tolerant conifers associated with canopy
layering would be promoted in areas of increased light over the long term.

Residual trees would increase in diameter and crown depth/width. Limb diameter on large limby
trees would be maintained by releasing those trees to an open grown condition. The long-term
results of density management would be larger average DBHOB and deeper crowns at any given
age, compared to the no treatment option. Average stand diameters 30 yearsin the future in the
treated stands would be 25 to 30% larger than if the stands were not thinned. Average stand
crown ratios, which is an indicator of wind firmness and crown depth, would average 30% higher.
Trees grown in more open conditions become more wind firm than those in very dense stands,
both because individual trees experience more wind as they develop and because trees with less
competition maintain their live crownslonger, giving them alower center of gravity and
decreasing their height/diameter ratios. Average crown ratios of the treated stands immediately
after thinning increase by approximately 18 to 40%.

The proportion of minor conifer species would be increased from the current 10 to 30% to 50 to
75% by targeting Douglas-fir as the primary speciesto remove. There would be a short term
elevated risk of blowdown which would be minimized by selecting leave trees with deep healthy
crowns and grouping them where possible. Additionally, higher basal areas would be maintained
on ridges and more trees could be removed from lower, more sheltered slopes.

There would be a short term (one to three years) elevated risk of a bark beetle infestation from the
increased fresh down wood, resulting from both the logging operation and creation of additional
snags and down wood subsequent to the proposed treatment. Guidelines provided by the Westside
Forest Insect and Disease Technical Center would be followed to minimize this risk.

Any ground disturbing activity may lead to an increase in the noxious weeds known from within
the project area. All road construction, reconstruction, renovation, decommissioning, timber
falling and yarding operations would disrupt areas of duff and expose mineral soil. Non-native
species may become established in any exposed mineral soil areas. These non-native species often
persist for several years but soon decline as native vegetation increases within the project areas.

Federal and Oregon State Threatened/Endangered, Bureau Special Status and Bureau SEIS
(Survey and Manage) Special Attention Botanical and Fungal Species:

Since there are no known sites for any federal or Oregon State threatened or endangered or Bureau
special status or Bureau SEIS (survey and manage) special attention vascular plants, lichen or
bryophyte species within or adjacent the project area, known sites would not be affected.
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All of the following fungi SEIS (survey and manage) specia attention species known sites, have
been removed from any timber harvest or ground disturbing activities and would be protected;
Rickenella swartzi, Cudonia monticola, Gomphus kaufmannii and Ramaria cyaneigranosa. There
are no other known sites of any federal or Oregon State threatened or endangered or Bureau
specia status or Bureau SEIS (survey and manage) special attention fungi species within the
project area.

The implementation of this project would not directly affect any federal or Oregon State
threatened or endangered or Bureau special status or SEIS (survey and manage) specia attention
vascular plant, lichen, bryophyte or fungi species known sites since there are no known sites of
any of these species within the timber harvest area. The implementation of this project would not
contribute to the need to list of any of the speciesincluded in appendix A of the botany report or
otherwise listed in Table 1-1, annual species review (December 2003).

Invasive Species. (Noxious weeds, Invasive Non-native Species).

This project would be in compliance with the Mary’s Peak integrated non-native plant
management plan. Therisk rating for the long-term establishment of noxious weed species and
consequences of adverse effects on this project areais low and adverse effects from noxious
weeds within the project area are not anticipated for the following reasons: The K-Line project
design feature of revegetating exposed soil areas by sowing with Oregon Certified (blue tagged)
red fescue (Festuca rubra), and/or sowing with awildlife vegetation mix and applied at arate
egual to 40 pounds per acre or sowing/planting with other native species as approved by the
resource area botanists are expected to abate the establishment of noxious weeds.

3.2.1.2 Cumulative Effects:

There would be no cumulative effects to the vegetation, as the effects from the project would be
local, and there would be no other uses affecting this resource. However, wildlife habitat
enhancement on federal land may provide greater habitat connectivity function over adjacent
areas.

3.2.1.3 No Action Alternative

There would be no disturbance and consequently no microclimate changes in the Riparian
Reserves. There would be no short term elevated risk of bark beetle infestation. However, as
stand health is compromised due to high densities, risk of long term bark beetle infestation is
increased, especially during extended periods of drought. Stand mortality due to competition
would increase, creating increased amounts of small diameter terrestrial and instream down wood,
and snags.

Trees would continue at their present rate of growth, slowing as the canopy closes and competition
for light becomes more intense. Crown ratios would decrease at a faster rate compared to
proposed action. Wind firmness and individual tree stability would decrease as crown ratios
decrease. Risk of catastrophic consequences due to wildfire may increase. Densely stocked
stands with subsequent large numbers of small snags and CWD burn more readily and are more
subject to crown fires than stands growing at lower densities.
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The canopy would remain closed, allowing little light to penetrate to the ground. No substantial
understory would develop within the next 45 years and beyond without density management.
Natural disturbance would be the agent for creation of stand structural diversity. The most likely
agent for this disturbance would be wind, which would create openings in patches. It isunknown
how long it would take for natural disturbance to create the structural and species diversity needed
in this watershed, but it is expected, based on experience and a considerable body of research, that
this diversity would take considerably longer to develop than if the proposed treatment were
implemented. Nutrients would not be removed from the site. Without any new human caused
disturbancesin the proposed project area the established noxious weed popul ations would remain
low.

322 Soils

(IDT Reportsincor porated by reference: Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report AbstractsK Line
Timber Sales pp. 1-11, Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report K Line Timber Sale pp. 1-16)

Affected Environment

The predominant soil series, in and around the project area, are the Valsetz and Cruiser series,
with asmall section of Unit 31C mapped as Y ellowstone Series. Due to the rocky nature and high
infiltration of these soils, they are at a greater risk of nutrient loss from top soil displacement than
to soil compaction. The site’s high amounts of precipitation and fast weathering rates resultsin
the rapid leaching of nutrients through the soil.

A stand replacing wildfire during the summer of 1945, followed by salvage logging in at least
portions of the project area, likely removed much of the existing available organic matter. Since
the 1950s, nutrient recovery has been slow. Fifty year old stands on the site exhibit relatively slow
growth rates and there islittle understory development.

Moderately compacted soils still exist in scattered skid trails that date back to the original tractor
logging that was done in the proposed project areain the 1940s & 1950s. Less than 5% of the
proposed project areais occupied by distinguishable skid trails on 1956 air photos. High
weathering rates has led to the partial recovery of most skid trailsin the project area, however,
they are still devoid of substantial vegetation. Thisis presumably due to the lack of nutrient laden
top soil on the skid trails, than to soil compaction. Trees growing on piles of displaced topsoil
adjacent to skid trails or root pockets show substantial growth and vigor compared to their cohorts.

A few pre-existing skid trails remain relatively compacted and have intercepted surface and near-
surface flow. According to data obtained from the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), soilsin the project area have a slight to moderate hazard of off-road or off-trail erosion
and are moderately suited for natural surfaced roads (skid trails).

Project areas proposed for new road construction and haul have a“severe’ limitation affecting
haul road construction and log landings due to slope and arestrictive layer. However, the
“suitability” for log landings is rated as “moderate” with a“moderate” hazard of soil rutting
(NRCS 2005).
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Slopesin the vicinity of the project area average 23% with slopes in the proposed units reaching a
maximum of 50%. There was no evidence seen in the project area of any recent mass movement,
slump, or persistent creep. The existing rocked road surfaces within the proposed project area are
moderately stable. A few road segments along the haul route show signs of surface erosion where
vehicletraffic occurs during wet weather and/or where surface water accumulates and runs down
the compacted road surface.

Environmental Effects

3.2.2.1 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action)

Compaction and disturbance/displacement of soil:

Skyline Yarding: Preliminary logging plans estimate no more than 17 acres would be cleared of
timber for yarding corridors. Yarding corridors could compact about 3.5% of the skyline units or
atotal of approximately 3 acres, (as a percentage of the total project area approximately 0.9%).
Impacts from skyline yarding usually result in light compaction of anarrow strip less than 4 feet in
width. Skyline yarding would occur on steeper areas of the project, with deep and moderately
deep soils. The high rock component of these soils should buffer soil compaction somewhat;
however, due to the steeper slopesin the skyline units, they are more susceptible to surface ravel
and erosion.

Ground Based Yarding: Compaction isdefined as a physical changein soil properties that result
in an increase in soil bulk density and a decrease in porosity. The degree of compaction (“light”,
“moderate”, or “heavy”) isrelative to the site and refers to the amount of bulk density increase and
the depth of affected soil. Impacts would vary depending on whether a harvester/forwarder

system or crawler tractors are used, how dry the soilswould be when heavy equipment operates on
them, and how deeply covered with slash the soilsin the skid trails would be. In tractor skid trails,
amoderate amount of top soil displacement and moderate to heavy soil compaction could occur
depending on the amount of use. In harvester/forwarder skid trails, soil displacement would be
minimal and soil compaction would be light to moderate.

For crawler tractor systems, soil impacts would be expected to result in moderate to heavy, fairly
continuous compaction within the landing areas and the main skid trails. Impacts would be light
to moderate and less continuous on less traveled portions of skid trails. If yarding is done using
crawler tractorsfor al the proposed ground-based units, the percentage of total tractor unit area
impacted by surface disturbance and soil compaction would be approximately 6 to 8%
(approximately 14-19 ac.), or approximately 4.4% of the entire project area. Thisiswithin RMP
guidelines for limiting the areal extent of compaction to no more than 10 percent of the ground-
based unit (Appendix C-2).

If harvester/forwarder systems are used, harvest roads would be expected to result in light to
moderate compaction in two discontinuous, narrow stripsless than 3 feet in width. If a
harvester/forwarder system is used for the entire proposed ground-based area, the percentage of
total ground based unit areaimpacted by surface disturbance and soil compaction as aresult of
skid trails would be approximately 2 to 5% (approximately 5-12 ac.). When sufficient slash and
duff is maintained, minor top soil loss or soil displacement should occur.
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Some of the potentially impacted acreage listed above, includes already existing skid trails from
previous logging in the 1920 to 1950s period. Where practical, portions of these existing roads
would be used for harvest roads for this project. Asaresult, the amount (acreage) of new or
additional harvest impacts would be less than the total s listed above.

Much of the project area has been impacted by past tractor yarding, and numerous skid trails can
be found throughout most of the units proposed to be ground-base yarded. Blocking skid trails by
water-barring and grass seeding would promote out-slope drainage and prevent water from
accumulating in large quantities, running down the road surface, and causing erosion. After
severa seasons, the accumulated litter fall on the road surfaces would further reduce surface
erosion potential.

Landings: A maximum of 29 landings could be needed to harvest the proposed units.
Approximately 5 of these landings would be at the terminus of yarding corridors, with the
remainder of landings located along existing roads. The landings at the ends of roads could range
from 0.07 to 0.1 acre. The amount of soil surface disturbance and compaction on these landings
could range from moderate to severe, depending on how much excavation isrequired to
level/construct the landing and how often equipment operates/turns around on the site. For the
approximate 24 landings located along existing roads, the additional area adjacent to the road that
would be needed is estimated to be approximately 1200 sg. ft. per landing. For the entire
proposed project area thisamountsto atotal of 0.7 acresfor all road-side landings (as a percentage
of the total project area lessthan 0.3%). The road surface is already assumed to be severely
compacted. The additional area cleared for these landings may experience little to moderate
compaction, as heavy equipment would likely operate on the existing road prism.

Some soil displacement would occur at all landing sites due to vegetation clearing and excavation.
Theloss of top soil could be minimized by maintaining slash/duff on the soil surface where
possible and rehabilitating the sites (seeding, pull back, planting, etc.) after use. Soil displacement
would be expected to remain localized to the sites, it is not anticipated that the proposed actions
would result in extensive soil loss or erosion over the site or in sediment leaving the site.

Timber Haul: With timber hauling seasonally restricted to periods when no water is flowing on
road surfaces, the amount of sediment produced from roads and entering streams would be small.

Roads:. Constructing/reconstructing approximately 6000 feet of road would result in loss of
topsoil and compaction of sub-soil on approximately 2.2 acre (about 0.7% of the total proposed
project area). Theareais currently forested land that would be converted to non-forested. The
roads to be constructed would be on moderate topography (grades of approximately 3 to 10%), so
the total width of the clearings would be expected to be around 22 feet. These narrow clearings
would have aminimal effect on overall tree spacing and stocking.

All of the new construction would be decommissioned following harvest, so some recovery back
to aforested condition would occur in the area over time.

Road renovation would result in no change in the amount of current non-forest land. Drainage

structure improvements and/or replacement would occur on approximately 4 cross drains and/or
stream crossings.
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These improvements would improve drainage and road surface conditions, resulting in less road
surface erosion into the surrounding area and streams. The improvement work would be expected
to result in some minor short term roadside erosion; this would be most likely to occur when the
established vegetation in the ditch and culvert catchment areas would be removed in affiliation
with the cleaning, reshaping, or culvert installment operations. Litter-fall accumulations and the
growth of vegetation generally re-establish within one-two seasons and erosion rates would be
expected to return to very low levelsthereafter. The addition of extra cross-drain culverts and the
road surface reshaping would reduce the volume of water flowing on the road surfaces and could
also result in less future erosion.

Fuels Treatments. Machine piling, and burning of slash could produce small patches of soil with
altered surface properties that restrict infiltration. However, erosion rates would be expected to
return to original levels ayear or two after the burn, as soil and vegetation recover. A slight
mineralization of nitrogen under the piles burned could occur, which would likely enhance plant
growth at the spot. However, pile burning is not expected to result in overall long-term losses to
soil structure or productivity.

CWD Creation: Coarsewoody debris generated by logging slash, windthrow, and/or bark beetle
infestation left on site following operations would help cover the soil surface and limit surface
erosion. Girdling or overtopping trees for snag creation would not be likely to measurably impact
soil resources. Felling trees for CWD would cause minor soil displacement and compaction where
the tree falls on the ground. Coarse woody debris would be cut and left in place and the impacts
would be of no greater extent than anatural treefall.

The project meets Salem District RMP standard and guideline of 10 percent as the maximum
acceptable level of aerial extent for soil disturbance/compaction.

Site Productivity:

Logging: Because of the current low soil productivity of the project area, the siteis highly
susceptible to further reductions due to timber harvest and conventional logging systems. Some
levels of “natural” nutrient depletion are resulting from the site’ s high elevation and extreme
annual precipitation. However, thereis also indication that past disturbance has removed organic
biomass from the site and a so that the site has been slow to “recover” from these |osses.
Therefore, some level of site productivity loss (from nutrient depletion) would be expected from
harvest activities, regardless of the yarding method used.

For the ground-base yarding units, the effect on project site productivity for a maximum of
approximately 38 acres of highly impacted ground (skid trails and landings) would be a 5%
reduction in overall yield for the ground-based units; this assumes tractor yarding exclusively, as
impacts from using a harvester/forwarder would be less severe.

The effect on project site productivity resulting from skyline yarding and landings, a maximum of
32 acres, would be expected to be an 8% reduction in overall yield for the proposed skyline
yarding unit areas. The effect on overall project site productivity for both yarding systemswould
be a 6% reduction in overall yield for the entire 304 acre treatment area. These estimates represent
a“worst case” scenario — assuming that all ground based corridors and landings suffer a 30%
reduction in productivity and all yarding corridors and landings suffer a 20% reduction in
productivity.
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The estimated reduction in growth rate for trees on moderate to severely impacted areasis 15% to
30% during the first 10-20 years of growth. Astrees age and become established, the negative
effect on growth from soil compaction and displacement becomes less pronounced and growth
rates may approach that of trees on similar, undisturbed sites. Thisis especially true where the
area of compaction/displacement tends to be in narrow strips, asis the case with yarding corridors
and small landings.

3.2.2.2 Cumulative Effects:

Because the effects of the proposed action on soils are expected to be short-term and localized,
cumulative effects are not anticipated. The combined effect of each of the proposed actions
(density management, road work, fuels treatments, skid trail construction, and CWD creation),
would increase the overall amount of compaction and erosion in the project area. The greatest
cumulative effect on the site would likely be areduction in overall site productivity from top soil
displacement, as each of these activities has the potential to remove and/or displace soil nutrients.
Thetotal extent of disturbance would be “moderate” over the longer term (with some soil
recovery) and local to the project sites. There are no other known actions, aside from those
described above, which would be enhanced or diminished by these proposed actions.

3.2.2.3 No Action Alternative

There would be no additional impacts to soil resources other than those described under the
Affected Environment. Without road improvements (culvert replacements), some project area
roads could continue to redirect surface flows, leading to soil erosion and potential sedimentation
into nearby streams.

323 Water

(IDT Reportsincorporated by reference: Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report AbstractsK Line
Timber Sale pp 1-7, Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report K Line Timber Sale pp.1-16, Cumulative
Effects Analysis for K-Line Thinning pp.1-11)

Affected Environment

The K-Line project area straddles the crest of the Coast Range with tributaries flowing towards
both the coast (Upper Siletz River 5™-field watershed) and the Willamette Valley (Rickreall Creek
5'"-field watershed). Tributaries draining the east side of the project flow into Rickreall Creek
(Willamette River). Tributaries draining the northern and western sections of the project flow into
the North Fork of the Siletz River. Neither the Upper Siletz River Watershed nor the Rickreall
Creek Watershed are key watersheds.

Stream channels in the project area are primarily very small, intermittent and perennial, 1% and 2

order headwater tributaries, associated with marshes. The total extent of marshesin the project
areais approximately 21.5 acres.
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Theseflat, open areas are defined by annually or seasonally saturated soils, resulting in the
establishment of hydrophilic vegetation. Most are associated with streams meandering and
braiding through them; some also contain small ponds and backwater pools.

All channels viewed in the project area are vegetatively and/or bedrock stabilized. Asaresult of
underlying soil conditions, some channels experience discontiguous flow, periodically retreating
subsurface. Surface flow in some areas of the proposed project has been intercepted by compacted
skid roads. However, the mgjority of channels, appear functional and stable and are currently in
proper functioning condition.

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) Standards

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s (ODEQ) 1998 303d List of Water Quality
Limited Streams is a compilation of streams which do not meet the state’ s water quality standards.
The Upper Siletz River and itstributaries are not listed in the 2002 303d report. The Siletz River
mainstem is 303d-listed for exceeding summer temperature standards for anadromous fish rearing,
from river mile 7 to 46.8, approximately 30 miles downstream from the project area. Rickreall
Creek is also 303d-listed for exceeding summer temperature standards for anadromous fish
rearing, from river mile O to 24.9, approximately 8 stream miles from the project area.

The ODEQ also published an assessment, the 319 Report, which identifies streams with potential
non-point source water pollution problems. The Siletz River islisted in the 319 Report,
downstream of BLM lands, for having “moderate” general water quality conditions affecting fish,
and aquatic habitat. Rickreall Creek isalso listed in the 319 report for having “moderate” water
quality conditions affecting fish, aquatic habitat, and drinking water supplies.

Municipal Watersheds & Beneficial Uses of Waters

The project area lies within two municipal watersheds as delineated by the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality’s Source Water Assessment Plan: the City of Siletz and the City of Dallas.
There are currently no Oregon requirements for BLM to meet certain standards for protecting
municipal water sources. However, the proposed action should be designed to ensure that
management activities do not create the need for additional water treatment beyond that required
by the inherent character of the watershed or aquifer. Within each watershed, the ODEQ
identified “ sensitive areas” where potential contamination could occur from contamination sources
and/or land use activities. The proposed new road construction in K Line would occur within
and/or adjacent to these “ sensitive areas’.

Beneficial Uses

There are no known domestic or municipal water rights located in the project area. The closest
proximity water right to the project areais the Mercer Reservoir, municipa water supply and
storage, for the city of Dallas on Rickreall Creek over 7 stream miles downstream. The closest
water right along the coastal tributariesis for aquatic life and recreation along the Siletz River over
10 stream miles downstream of the project area.

Additional recognized beneficial uses of the stream-flow in the project area include anadromous
fish, resident fish, recreation, and esthetic value. Best management practices, as described below
under Environmental Effects, would be implemented to help eliminate and/or minimize any
potential impacts to beneficial uses of the project watersheds.
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Environmental Effects

3.2.3.1 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action)

The proposed project would affect less than 0.001% of the forest cover in the Rickreall Creek
watershed and 0.5% of forest cover in the Upper Siletz watershed. Because of the small
percentage of forest cover being affected by this project, increases to stream flow (mean annual
yield & summer base flow) caused by this action alone are unlikely to be measurable.

Increases in stream temperature as aresult of this action are also unlikely; the no-treatment zones
along al surface waters should maintain adequate shading, where it exists.

It isunlikely that the proposed project would lead to measurable increases in sediment delivery to
streams, stream turbidity, the ateration of stream substrate composition, or sediment transport
regime. Stream buffers would eliminate disturbance of streamside vegetation; no trees would be
cut from the stream bank or where roots are stabilizing the stream bank.

Logging:

Skyline yarding corridors and ground-based skid trails, if sufficiently compacted, could route
surface water and sediment into streams. However, several factors would limit the potential for
thisto occur. Even if compacted, high levels of residual slash left on yarding corridors/skid trails,
could reduce runoff by deflecting and redistributing overland flow laterally to areas where it
would infiltrate into the soil.

Impacts of skid trail construction would be the same as those for yarding corridors described
above. Following project completion, water-barring and grass-seeding the skid trails would help
to minimize surface runoff and erosion of these trails; this would thereby reduce any
sedimentation potential from these trails.

Because of the high rock content, project area soils are not highly susceptible to surface or deeper
compaction, although some of the existing skid trails are currently routing surface runoff. In
addition, SPZs in riparian areas have high surface roughness, which function to trap any overland
flow and sediment before reaching streams. Ground-based yarding would occur during periods of
low soil moisture with little or no rainfall, in order to minimize soil compaction and erosion.

Timber hauling during periods when water is flowing on roads and into ditches could potentially
increase stream turbidity if flows from ditches were large enough to enter streams. The two small
channels which parallel the 8-7-6.2 road, at the southern boundary of Unit 31C, are at the greatest
risk of sediment input from road use. However, with timber hauling seasonally restricted to
periods when no water is flowing on road surfaces, the amount of sediment produced from roads
and entering streams would be small.

Since the proposed action is unlikely to result in any measurable increase in stream temperature or
sedimentation and would not place large amounts of fine organic material in the stream or alter
stream reaeration, it isunlikely that it would have any measurable effect on dissolved oxygen or
other nutrient levels.
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Road Work:

Road construction and reconstruction effects would be limited by restricting work to periods of
low rainfall and runoff. New road construction would occur along moderate gradients
(approximately 3-10%) and generally follow along contour or mid-slope. There would be no new
stream crossings, however, construction would take place within riparian reserves.

Dueto local soil conditions, thereis arelatively small potential for these roads to intercept (re-
route) surface and near-surface flow; few legacy logging roadsin the area are intercepting flow.
Therisk of disturbance would increase with increasing road use. Thoroughly decommissioning
the roads would help in aleviating the resulting compaction and help diffuse surface flow during
storm events.

During road renovation, impacts to water quality would be expected while drainage structures are
being improved or replaced. Impacts would be greatest if equipment is operating in and/or
adjacent to the stream channels. Depending on weather conditions and site-specific bank
characteristics, turbidity levels may remain elevated during the winter following culvert
operations.

Fuels Treatments:

Burning machine piles could produce patches of soil with altered surface properties that restrict
infiltration. However, these surfaces would be surrounded by larger areas that could absorb runoff
or sediment that reach them. In addition, piles would be burned outside of SPZs and away from
standing or running surface water.

CWD Creation:

There would be no substantial impacts to water resources from indirect CWD creation
(windthrow, broken tops, bark beetle infestation), girdling or overtopping trees to create snags or
falling treesfor CWD. Treeswould be selected from outside SPZs and their removal would not
likely impact stream shade, bank stability, or channel structure.

3.2.3.2 Cumulative Effects:

Because this project lies within two municipal watersheds with mixed ownership and lies above
the transient snow zone, it has the potential to contribute to cumulative effects— particularly to
increases in peak flow events. Consequently, alevel 1 and alevel 2 analyses were performed to
determine the risk of increasing peak flows in the two project area 7"-field watersheds (Upper
Rickreall Creek and Upper Boulder Creek), through density management.

These watersheds were initially analyzed for land ownership, vegetation type, age class, and extent
of transient snow zone. Using these parameters and the methodol ogy of the Salem Digrict

Water shed Cumulative Effects Analysis Procedure 1994, arisk factor (“rfactor”) was calculated to
determine the relative risk or sensitivity of areas to increases in runoff and consequently peak
stream flows. Currently, the average rfactor value in these watersheds isless than “2”, which is
considered moderate (on a scale of 0-3, with 3 = high risk of increases to peak flows).

A level 1 analysis wasalso performed using the methodology of the Oregon Water shed

Assessment Manual. Based onthe Level 1 anaysis, therisk of peak flow enhancement based on
the proposed management activity was determined to be low.
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However, because a considerable portion of these catchments do lie within the transient snow
zone, with the potential for frequent rain-on-snow (ROS) events, the watersheds were further
anayzed using the Washington Forest Practice Board’s WAR model, which is recommended for
regions within the transient snow zone and/or have a high potential for ROS events (Level 2
anaysis).

The WAR model was used to generate estimates of peak flows under a hypothetical full forest
cover, current conditions, and an estimated 10-year future condition (including the proposed
project and other assumed actions on both BLM and private lands). A percent change from
estimated full forest conditions and current conditions was calculated for both “normal” and
“unusual” (larger than normal) storm events, as described in the Washington Forest Practices
Board manual. The model did not predict arisk of increasing peak flows within the catchments
due to timber harvest on both public and private lands. In addition, the predicted increases to peak
flowsin this assessment (for unusually large 2-year storm events) remained well below the 20%
increase in a 2-year peak flow given as athreshold value for considering the effects of increased
bed mobility and scour. Asthe proposed action entails atree “thinning” and not regeneration
harvest, it would be likely to retain the area as nearly “full forest” condition. Therefore it is not
likely to contribute to significant increases to peak flows in the Upper Rickreall Creek and Upper
Boulder Creek watersheds.

Other potential effects of the proposed action would be expected to be moderate and localized,
included elevated turbidity levels during road crossing improvements. In addition, because the
proposed action would affect such a small percentage of these catchments, it is unlikely to
contribute to measurable cumulative effects in these watersheds. There are no known or
anticipated BLM or private activitiesin the watersheds which would cumulatively affect water
guality or basin characteristics.

3.2.3.3 No Action Alternative

The no action alternative would result in a continuation of the condition and trends as described in
the Upper Siletz Watershed Analysis, the Rowell, Mill, Rickreall Creeks and L uckiamute River
Watershed Analysis, and the Affected Environment section of thisreport. No additional
disturbance to flow paths resulting from yarding and road work/use would occur. Streams
disturbed from past management would continue to evolve towards a more stable condition.

3.24  Fisheried Aquatic Habitat

(IDT Reportsincorporated by reference: K Line Density Management Project Environmental
Assessment Fisheries pp. 1-6)

Affected Environment

East Draining Streams and Rivers: Fish distribution in the Rickreall Creek watershed is
predominately affected by natural barriers to migration, however at least one human made barrier
influences fish distribution. The fallsin the community of Falls City isthe upper limit of
anadromy (sea-going) in the Little Luckiamute River (Willis et al 1960). Mercer Reservoir, 7 %
miles downstream from the project areain Rickreall Creek, blocks anadromous fish from further
upstream movement [Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 1990]. The upper limit of
resident fish in Rickreall Creek is approximately 2.5 miles downstream from the project area and
anadromous fish would not historically have been able to migrate upstream beyond this limit.
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Nearly 21 miles of Rickreall Creek were surveyed using ODFW protocols (ODFW 1993).

Surveys extended to the treatment reach in the southern portions of Section 31. Thisreachis
characterized as follows; 58% pools, average shade was estimated as 63%, sediment composition
is primarily sand/gravel (68%) with silt/organics (18.8%) and cobble/bedrock (11.7%) and no key
pieces of wood were found thru the reach. The surveyors noted the stream in the treatment area
was boggy with signs of beaver activity. Oregon chub is not known to currently exist in any of the
affected watersheds.

West Draining Streams and Rivers. Siletz Falls, 13 % miles downstream in the Upper Siletz
River watershed blocks coho salmon from further movement upstream (ODFW 1997). Summer
steelhead trout historically passed the Siletz Falls and accessed the Upper Siletz River watershed
including Boulder Creek, of which Bridge Forty Creek isatributary. Boulder Creek Falls, 2.75
miles downstream of the project area and below the confluence with Bridge Forty Creek, isthe
upper limit of anadromy. Spring chinook salmon are allowed to migrate past Siletz Falls and ther
upper limit is approximately 5.2 miles downstream from the project area.

Coastal cutthroat trout occupy portions of the tributary to Bridge Forty Creek in proposed
treatments areas of Section 31. Upper limits for cutthroat trout within thetributary to Bridge Forty
Creek that drains the mgjority of the southwest portion of the treatment area, (See Fisheries Report
Appendix B Map 1) are controlled by stream flow and organic debris accumulations. Old beaver
sign is evident through much of the headwaters of this tributary. Connectivity to upper Bridge
Forty Creek, and tributaries, is affected by two culverts crossing Road # 8-7-23 in the southwest
corner of Section 31. Both culverts are perched, and bar passage to all fish species moving
upstream. Old road crossing material downstream of the eastern tributary originating in the
southwest corner further impairs access. Debris accumulations are creating moderate/low flow
barriers as the stream goes subsurface. Impacts of thisisolation on resident trout populations are
unknown.

Bridge Forty Creek, and the tributary in the project area, have not been surveyed specifically for
habitat conditions.

Threatened and Endangered and Specia Status Species or Habitat:

Coastal cutthroat trout are considered a special status species by the BLM.

The NMFS listed the Upper Willamette River (UWR) Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU)
winter steelhead trout as athreatened species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). No
effectsto listed steelhead trout are anticipated from the proposed treatments (yarding/falling/pile
burning/road construction/road renovation/road decommissioning) due to the distance
(approximately 7 miles) to occupied habitat. The proposed dry season hauling on roads close to
the Little Luckiamute River is not anticipated to affect listed steelhead trout since no surface
erosion would be occurring during dry season hauling that could reach occupied habitat at |east
1/3 of amile downstream of the nearest stream crossing.

The NMFS has listed spring chinook salmon in the UWR ESU as threatened under the ESA.
Spring chinook salmon in the UWR ESU reside over 24 miles downstream from the project area
in the lower reaches of Rickreall Creek, and 25 miles downstream from the gravel haul routesin
the Little Luckiamute River. No effects are anticipated to UWR Chinook salmon habitat due to
distance to occupied habitat.
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Oregon coast coho salmon do not migrate past Siletz Falls, 13 % miles downstream from the
project area (ODFW 1997). The NMFS proposed Oregon Coastal (OC) coho salmon asa
threatened species under the ESA on June 14, 2004. On January 19, 2006 the NMFS determined
that OC coho salmon did not warrant listing under the ESA at thistime. The NMFS has
withdrawn the proposed ruleto list this ESU. Because NMFS has withdrawn the proposed listing,
the proposed rule to designate critical habitat for this ESU is also withdrawn.

The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed Oregon chub as endangered under the Endangered
Species Act. Oregon chub historically were found throughout the Willamette River drainage
(Scheerer 1999). There are no known chub populations currently residing in Rickreall Creek or
the Little Luckiamute River. No effects are anticipated to Oregon chub historic habitat.

The proposed actions associated with K-Line Density Management Project are not expected to
cause any effectsto the listed fish or listed critical habitat in the Upper Siletz River, Rickreall
Creek, or Luckiamute River Watersheds. This‘no effect’ determination is based on the distance
upstream of project activities from ESA listed fish habitat and project design criteriathat include
no harvest activity within SPZs, dry season hauling and post-project leave tree densities of 46-80
trees per acre. For thisreason ano effect determination was made for UWR steelhead trout, UWR
chinook salmon and Oregon chub.

Environmental Effects

3.24.1 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action)

Logding:

The proposed project would affect less than 0.001% of the forest cover in the Rickreall Creek
Watershed and 0.5% of the forest cover in the Upper Siletz Watershed. The small percentage of
forest cover affected is unlikely to measurably alter stream flows (LaForge, A. 2005. K Line
Hydrology/Soils Report). Unmeasurable changes in peak and base stream flows are unlikely to
affect fish habitat within the treatment area, and are even less likely to affect fish habitat
downstream.

Removing trees which provide shade to the stream channel can negatively affect water
temperatures. According to the stream shading sufficiency analysis done for the proposed
treatment, the proposed no-entry SPZs of 50 feet was sufficient to protect critical shade in the
primary shade zone, based on topography and average tree height (Haynes, A. 2005, K Line
Silviculture Report). The proposed vegetation treatment in the secondary shade zone
(approximately one tree height from the stream) would not result in canopy reduction of more than
50%. The hydrology analysis indicated that the no-entry buffers should maintain adequate
shading and increases in stream temperatures at the site were considered unlikely (LaForge 2005).
Based on the shade sufficiency analysis, the hydrology report water quality analysis, and the
project design features, the proposed actions are unlikely to affect fish habitat both at the treatment
site and downstream.

The proposed action would retain trees which would reach larger diameters (20 inches) 25 to 40
years earlier compared to the no treatment option, creating natural opportunities for higher quality
LWD recruitment in the long term (Haynes 2005). In the short term, the smaller woody debris
would continueto fall from within the untreated SPZs, and larger wood would begin to be
recruited from farther up the slopes as the treated stands reach heights of 200 feet.
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Thus, wood with alarger range of sizes would potentialy be recruited into streams over the long
term in treated stands. As short term recruitment of the existing CWD is expected to be
maintained, the proposed actions are not expected to cause short term effects to fish habitat at the
site or downstream. In the long term, growth in the size of trees within riparian reserves could
beneficially affect LWD recruitment to the stream channel, thus potentially improving the
quality/complexity of aquatic habitat adjacent to the treatment areas in the future.

The proposed project is unlikely to result in any measurable changes in sediment delivery to the
surrounding stream network which could affect the turbidity, substrate composition, or the
sediment transport regimes (LaForge 2005). Protection buffers, residual slash, and use of existing
skid trails should keep sediment movement to a minimum. Asthe proposed actions are not likely
to measurably alter water quality characteristics at the treatment sites, it would be unlikely to
affect aguatic habitat adjacent to or downstream from the project area.

Road Work:

The proposed actions include the construction and reconstruction of approximately 6000 feet of
road. The proposed roads are unlikely to increase drainage network in the watershed as the
majority of new construction is outside riparian reserves, and no new construction would cross any
existing stream channels. All new construction and reconstruction would be decommissioned
following harvest. Thus road construction and reconstruction is unlikely to increase sediment or
stream flows which may affect stream channels and fish.

Approximately 1200 feet of road may be constructed in the Riparian Reserve LUA of the
Rickreall Creek watershed. No construction is proposed in the Upper Siletz River Watershed.
Construction would not occur closer than 75 feet from the stream channel. There would be a
negative effect to the recruitment potential of large wood to the upper reaches of Rickreall Creek
asaresult of proposed road construction. Transport potential of LWD in the affected streamsis
low, due to channel topography. No effectsto fish habitat 2.5 miles downstream is anticipated
from the proposed action.

Drainage improvement/replacements would occur on approximately 4 cross-drains and/or streams.
These improvements would improve drainage and road surface conditions, resulting in less
erosion into surrounding streams over time. Proposed road renovation treatments (ditchline
reconstruction and crossing replacements) would result in minor short term increase in erosion,
until re-establishment of vegetation in the following growing season. Treatments would be at least
300 feet from fish habitat. Construction in the stream channel would be limited to the instream
working periods as defined by ODFW (2000). During construction, flows are expected to be very
minimal and sediment is unlikely to reach fish downstream. In the following winter, sediment
from the proposed actions may reach fish habitat during rain events. The amount of transported
sediment is expected to be unmeasurable against background turbidity. In addition, the majority
of sediment would likely be captured in the low gradient stream channels downstream of the
treatment sites before reaching fish habitat.

Timber Hauling:

The majority of the haul route islocated near the ridge top between Rickreall Creek and the
Luckiamute River, with few stream crossings. Cutthroat trout occupy habitat along the Little
Luckiamute River which parallels a portion of the haul route. Approximately 13 perennia stream
crossings along the Little Luckiamute River are associated with the haul route (seven crossings are
within 400 feet of the Little Luckiamute River).
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The nearest graveled stream crossing associated with the haul route to steelhead trout occupied
habitat is approximately 1/3 of amile upstream from the fallsin Falls City. Timber hauling,
seasonally restricted such that no surface runoff from roads would occur, is not expected to affect
fish habitat in any of the watersheds.

Pile Burning:
Pile burning is not expected to result in short term or long term effects to fish. Short term effects

on soil infiltration is possible at the site of the burn pile resulting in surface runoff, but not likely
to influence fish habitat. The no-entry buffers would provide sufficient distance from the stream
to capture any surface erosion from pile burning treatments.

3.2.4.2 Cumulative Effects:

Cumulative effects of the proposed action to the vegetation and soil resources would be localized
and not expected to affect other resources, subsequently no cumulative effectsto fisheries are
anticipated from these resources effects. The hydrology resource cumulative effects analysis
indicated changesin peak flows are unlikely. Road work that may contribute sediment to the
streams would be seasonally restricted and is expected to be small in scale, localized, and of short
duration. The proposed actions are not expected to alter sediment regimes at the 5™ field
watershed scale in the short term or long term. The proposed road construction through the
riparian reserve may affect Large Woody Debris (LWD) recruitment at the site scale in Upper
Rickreall Creek. The proposed road thru riparian reserves would cover avery small amount of
riparian acres (0.4 acres) and would affect an extremely small area compared to the total area of
Rickreall Creek Watershed (124,000 acres). No cumulative effectsto LWD is expected, asthe
changein LWD recruitment to stream channels is expected to be unmeasurable at the site scale
and highly unlikely to influence aquatic habitat downstream. All causal mechanisms to affect
aguatic resources are considered highly unlikely or are of such small scale to be unmeasurable at
the 5" field watershed scale; subsequently no cumulative effects to the aguatic resources are
anticipated from the proposed action.

3.2.4.3 No Action Alternative

Current stream habitat conditions would continue. Riparian Reserves would not be thinned and
trees would continue to compete for sunlight. Over time, trees would thin themselves, but
remaining trees would be of smaller diameter and have smaller crowns. Treesthat die and fall
would be smaller diameter. Smaller diameter trees would not function on the ground and in
streams aslong or aswell aslarger diameter trees. Road drainage improvements would not occur
and ditch lines that currently run directly into streams would continue to funnel road sediment into
area streams.
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3.25 Wildlife
(IDT Report incorporated by reference: Biological Evaluation for Terrestrial Wildlife (pp. 1-10)

Affected Environment

Wildlife Structural or Habitat Components: Special Habitats/ Special Habitat components (snags,
down logs, remnant old-growth trees):

A broad-scale analysis of federal lands within this part of the Northern Coast Range of Oregon
was presented within the Late Successional Reserve Assessment (LSRA). The LSRA describes
the BLM landsin the project area which form a distinct checker-board linkage between alarger
block of federal ownership to the west, and smaller blocks of BLM ownership to the south. The

L SRA considers this landscape to function as an important corridor of mostly younger-aged stands
which form a connecting linkage between adjacent blocks of federal ownership, and whichis
expected to grow into a substantial patch of older forest habitat over the next several decades.

A summary of forest habitat conditions within the vicinity of the project area was analyzed within
two watershed analysis documents: The Upper Sletz Watershed Analysis and the Rowell Creek,
Mill Creek, Rickreall Creek, and Luckiamute River Water shed Analysis. The mgority of the
landscape is composed of early- and mid-seral forest habitats; with very little late-seral and old-
growth remaining, except for afew patches on BLM lands (see Table 5).

Table5. Vegetation Classesin the vicinity of the Project Area.!

Vegetation Class Total Vicinity % BLM Only %
Early-Sera 41,195.5 46.07 9,161.0 36.36
Mid-Sera 40,090.8 44.83 11,952.0 47.44
Late-Sera 928.9 1.04 885.0 351
Old-Growth 2,519.3 2.82 2,516.0 9.99
Hardwoods 4,237.2 474 642.0 2.55
Non-Forest Habitats 449.6 0.50 36.3 0.14
TOTALs 89,421.3 100.00 25,192.3 100.00

1). Data compiled for Upper Siletz 5" Field Watershed, Rickreall Creek 6" Field Watershed, and

Mill Creek 6" Field Watershed (see USDI-BLM 1996, and USDI-BLM 1998).

Both of the watershed analysis documents point out that the structural characteristics of late-seral
and old-growth forests, such as large snags, abundant down logs, and complex forest canopies are
lacking across the landscape.

TheK-Line project arealies at the top of ahigh, flat ridge line that divides the Oregon Coast
Range. Most of the project area lies just above the 3000 foot elevation level. Thisareawas
extensively harvested and salvage logged throughout the 1950s and 1960s. As aresult, the forest
stands on BLM lands within the project area and adjoining sections are also dominated by early-
and mid-seral forest stands with no late-seral or old-growth forestsin the vicinity.
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Following timber harvest or wildfire events, the remnant live trees, snags and down logs that are
retained on the landscape can provide an important component to wildlife habitats; and are
believed to add considerable complexity to young forest plantations (Carey 2002). Mid-seral
conifer forestsin this region exhibit awide range in the density of snags and down logs that are
present (Mellen et al. 2003, Rose et al. 2001, USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 1998). The legacy of
logging and fire history in this project area has resulted in moderate to high accumulations of large
down logs in advanced stages of decay within most units (see Table 1).

Only afew units are lacking this legacy of large down logs. Stem exclusion processes and afew
blowdown areas have recently contributed moderate levels of small diameter snags and down logs
in most of the proposed units (see Table 1). The volume of down logs within the project areafalls
well within the higher range of what might be expected to occur in natural standsin this seral stage
(USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 1998), while the density of snags appears to be lower than what might
be expected in most of the natural standsin this seral stage within this province (Mellen et a.
2003). None of the proposed treatment units contains any live old-growth remnant trees, and very
few large diameter snags exist in thisvicinity.

The Salem District RMP and the Watershed Analyses have recognized that special habitat features
(caves, cliffs, exposed rock, talus, wetland types, and meadows) add valuable wildlife diversity to
the local landscape. Within the proposed treatment units there are no known special habitat
features. However, some special habitats (e.g. spring seeps and a wetland bog) do exist adjacent
to the units.

Threatened or Endangered Wildlife Species or Habitat:

Northern spotted owls are the only federally listed wildlife species that occursin forest habitats
similar to the proposed treatment area. No spotted ow! surveys were required for this project
evaluation. However, extensive spotted owl surveys were completed in thisvicinity in the early
1990s, with no spotted owls being detected in the project area. Since then, private timber
companies have also surveyed much of their lands surrounding the project area, without finding
any resident spotted owls. The nearest active spotted owl siteis 3.5 miles northeast, in the Mill
Creek drainage.

The proposed treatment units do not provide suitable habitat for spotted owls, but they might
function as dispersal habitat since they do provide sub-canopy flying space for owlsthat are
dispersing across the landscape. The project areafalls within acritical habitat unit (CHU: OR-44)
that has been designated for spotted owls. There are 27,640 acres of federal lands within CHU
OR-44, and about 25,580 acres (92.5%) currently provide dispersal habitat for spotted owls.
Dispersal habitat is considered a constituent element of spotted owl critical habitat (USDI-FWS
1992). The project arealies outside of Reserved Pair Areas that have been designated by the
NWFP for additional protection of spotted owl habitat (USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 2000).

Marbled murrelets are not expected to occur within the project area since they do not nest in
young forest stands which lack canopy structures for nest platforms (McShane et al. 2004); and
since habitats above 3000 feet are unlikely to be occupied by murrelets, even if suitable nesting
structureis present (USDI-FWS 2004, Appendix E, page 161). The BLM lands within this project
area have been designated as critical habitat for this species (Unit: OR-02-d), but no constituent
elements of critical habitat are present within the proposed treatment units (USDI-FWS 1996).
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Other Specia Status Species (including Survey and Manage Species):

One invertebrate species that is listed as Bureau Sensitive was identified as “ potentially affected”
by this proposed action. The Johnsons' hairstreak butterfly is known to inhabit the Coast Range
where it occursin close association with its host plant, dwarf mistletoe. Dwarf mistletoe infests
hemlock treesin portions of the proposed units, and such infestations are well distributed
throughout the watershed, particularly at mid and lower elevations father to the west.

Environmental Effects

3.25.1 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action)

Wildlife Habitats and Habitat Components.

The proposed density management of about 304 acres would change the existing forest structure
and alter the development of future forest stand conditions. The direct and indirect changes
anticipated to occur to forest habitat characteristics from this project are:

Short-term (less than 10 years)

- Light to moderate reduction of canopy closure (resulting canopy greater than 40%) over
entire treatment area which represents less than 3% of the mid-seral forests within the
adjoining watersheds;
increased horizontal spatial variability within treated stands (gaps and clumps);
minor reduction and disturbance to existing CWD material (snags and down logs) resulting
from felling, yarding, and road construction;
reduced recruitment rate of small sized CWD would mostly be offset by immediate
creation of larger CWD of desirable size, and augmentation of decadence processes,
retention and enhancement of hardwood tree and shrub diversity.

Lonq-term (greater than 10 years)
asubstantial recovery of overstory canopy closure within treated stands;
the gradual transition in structural characteristics of the treated stands to more closely
resemble late-seral forest (larger diameter trees, sub-canopy development, greater tree
species diversity, greater volume and size of hard CWD, canopy gaps);
extended persistence of hardwood tree and shrub cover diversity.

The proposed action is anticipated to enhance local forest habitat conditions and thereby benefit
numerous wildlife species, especially those species that are associated with late-seral forest
structure and CWD. All proposed units (most of which have moderate to high levels of large
CWD in advanced stages of decay) would benefit from augmentation of CWD which would
provide larger pieces of hard material sooner than if left untreated, and which would initiate
desired decadence processes (topping, girdling) in the larger-sized residual trees.

Threatened and Endangered Species and their Habitat:

The proposed action is considered to be no effect to marbled murrelets and spotted owls since no
suitable habitat would be modified and neither of these species are known to occur in this area.
The proposed action is considered to be a may affect, not likely adverse affect to spotted owl
critical habitat, because it would modify a small amount (1.3%) of the available dispersal habitat
within CHU OR-44.
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The short-term reduction in canopy closure may slightly diminish the quality of dispersal habitat
for owls, but since the entire project area would average more than 40% canopy closure, the
treated stands are anticipated to retain their function as dispersal habitat for spotted owlsin the
short-term and would likely achieve suitable habitat quality for spotted owlsin the long-term at a
faster rate than if left untreated.

Other Special Status Species (Including Survey and Manage):

The habitat available for the Johnson’s hairstreak butterfly may be slightly degraded due to the
thinning harvest which could remove some hemlock trees that are infected with dwarf mistletoe
(itshost plant). Thisactionisnot likely to have a substantial impact on this species since trees
with dwarf mistletoe would be retained throughout all units where it is present, and dwarf
mistletoe appears to be well distributed throughout the watershed, especially in older conifer
stands farther to the west where hemlock is a more prominent component.

Site specific concernsfor al wildlife species have been adequately addressed and minimized by
design features incorporated within this proposed action alternative. Potential negative effects
such as disturbance and disruption of wildlife use patterns, temporary increase in road density, and
habitat alteration are anticipated to be short-term and local in nature, and would not contribute to
the need to list any Special Status Species.

3.25.2 Cumulative Effects:

Within the northern Oregon Coast Range, the condition of dispersal habitat for spotted owlsisa
matter of elevated concern (USDI-FWS 1990; USDI-FWS 1992; Courtney et al. 2004). The
proposed action (304 acres) along with foreseeable BLM thinnings (600 acres) would alter about
3.6% of the available dispersal habitat in critical habitat unit OR-44. Since the majority of the
proposed thinning harvests are designed to maintain an average of at least 40% canopy closure, the
treated stands would likely continue to function as dispersal habitat, whereby this project and all
foreseeable federal thinning harvests would not contribute to a cumulative loss of dispersal habitat
within critical habitat unit OR-44, but rather these thinning treatments would likely provide long-
term beneficial effectsto the quality of critical habitat.

Dueto ecological succession and forest management, the amount of forest habitat in each seral
stage within the local watersheds is not stagnant, but constantly in transition from early open
habitats toward mature forest stands. Thinning harvests such as the proposed action would alter
existing forest structure, yet these treatments do not result in aloss of habitat for most of the
wildlife species that are known or suspected to use these forests. The cumulative effect on habitat
availability for wildlife species of concern resulting from past BLM thinning harvests and
foreseeabl e thinning treatmentsis considered negligible.

3.2.5.3 No Action Alternative

The no action aternative would result in no change to the affected environment for wildlife
species and their habitat. Short-term impacts to wildlife species and habitats as described for the
proposed action would be avoided. However, the anticipated benefits to future conditions of |ate-
seral forest habitat in this project areawould not be achieved.
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3.2.6  Fues\Air Quality
(IDT Report incorporated by reference: K-Line Timber Sale Proposal Fuels Report pp. 1-4)

Affected Environment

The proposed project areas are presently occupied by fairly continuous stands of approximately 50
year old Douglas fir timber with minor amounts of western hemlock and a small amount of noble
fir. Undergrowth in the project area isalight to moderate growth of: salal, vine maple, sword
fern, and red and blue huckleberry. In the timbered areas there is a light to moderate accumulation
of dead woody material on the ground. Larger downed logs are fairly scarce as are large snags.
Small snags less than 10" DBHOB are common. The estimated total dead fuel loading for these
stands varies from 5-25 tons per acre range. Much of the existing down material is rotten or only
partially sound.

Environmental Effects

3.2.6.1 Alternative 1l (Proposed Action)

Fuels. Fuel loading, risk of afire start and resistance to control would all increase at the sites as
aresult of the proposed action. Slash and organic debris created by the road work would result in
creation of an estimated 130 tons of debris. Approximately half of the right-of-way debriswould
end up in pilesfor burning, the other half would be scattered. Slash in landings resulting from
timber harvest is estimated to vary from 510 tonsif a harvester forwarder system is used for the
ground base yarding up to 1050 tonsif tractors are used for the ground based yarding. Slash
created from timber harvest would add an estimated 10-20 tons per acre of dead fuel to the thinned
areas. The fuel arrangement would be discontinuous. The patch cut openingswould be primarily
light logging slash. Risk of afire start in the untreated slash would be greatest during the first
season following cutting, the period when needles dry out but remain attached. These highly
flammable “red needles’ generally fall off within one year and risk of a fire start greatly
diminishes. Untreated slash would generally decompose to the point where it no longer
contributes substantially to increased fire risk or resistance to control, in approximately 15 years.

The logging slash created would be left in place, untreated, resulting in atotal residual dead fuel
loading of 15-45 tons per acre. The decision to leave the mgjority of the slash untreated under this
proposed action is based on a number of factors: The number of fires that have occurred in this
area historically has been very low and it is unlikely that this additional slash will result in afire
occurring inthe area. Very little treatment of slash on commercial thinning areas has been donein
the past in NW Oregon and there have been very few fires resulting from this practice, the cost to
treat all the slash would be fairly high (greater than $400 per acre), if afire did occur, most of the
timber value would be salvageable, the general areain and around this project is not a high use
recreation area (primary recreational use is hunting) so the primary ignition source (people) will
not be a high risk factor for afire start and spot treatment of highest risk slash along roads and on
landings has been afairly cost effective treatment as witnessed on similar projectsin the past.

Increasing the spacing between the tree crowns in these stands would have the beneficial result of

substantially decreasing the potential for crown fire occurrence in the treated stands in the event of
awildfire.
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The slash created from clearing the existing road to be reconstructed and from clearing the new
road construction, would be piled, covered and burned where heavy concentrations are created.
Fire risk along the roads and within the patch cuts would be reduced when slash piles are burned
off.

Air Quality Burning approximately 600 to 1100 tons of dry, cured, piled fuels under favorable
atmospheric conditions at high elevations in the coast range is not expected to result in any long
term negative effectsto the air quality in the air shed. Locally within %2 mile of the pilesthere
may be some very short term smoke impacts after piles are ignited resulting from drift smoke.
Once dry piles have been ignited, fire intensity builds rapidly to a point where the fuels burn
cleanly and very little smokeis produced. The strong convection column produced carries the
smoke and gases well up into the atmosphere where it is diluted and carried away in the air mass.
After afew hours, as the piles burn down and the intensity subsides, additional smoke may be
produced due to lower temperatures and less efficient combustion. Depending on size,
arrangement, type and moisture content of the remaining fuel, the smoke would diminish over
several days asthe piles cool and burn out (sooner if rain develops). Generally this smoke only
affects the immediate area (%2 mile or less) around the pile.

Cumulative Effects:

There would be few cumulative effects to this resource, as the effects from the project would be
local, and there would be no other uses affecting this resource. Burning of slash will always be
coordinated with the Oregon State Smoke Management Plan which servesto coordinate all forest
burning activities on aregional scale to prevent negative impactsto local and regional air sheds.
Based on this control of smoke production there are no expected cumulative effects from the
planned fuels treatment under this proposal. Although there would be an increase in fuel loading
and resultant fire hazard in the short term, there would be positive net benefitsin the long term due
to the proposed thinning treatment. When looked at from a watershed scale, however, the thinning
of approximately 304 acres of forest habitat would reduce the long term (5 or more years)

potential of the stand to carry acrown fire. Thisis because of the spacing out of the trees and their
crowns, in addition to removal of current ladder fuels that are conducive to the spread of wildfire.

3.2.6.2 No Action Alternative

With ano action alternative there would be no change from the current conditions for the fuels
resource. Conditionswould remain asthey are at present. No changesin aerial extent of
disturbed fuel loadings.
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4.0 Compliance with the Components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy

Table 6 and Appendix 1 describe the project’ s compliance with the four components of the

Aquatic Conservation Strategy.

Table6: Projects Compliance with Components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy

ACS Component

Project Consistency

Component 1 - Riparian Reserves

The Riparian Reserve boundaries would be established
with direction from the Salem District Resource
Management Plan (p. 10). Additionally, maintaining
canopy cover aong all streams would protect stream
bank stability and water temperature. Additionally, there
would be a small amount (1200 feet) of new road
construction within the Riparian Reserve.

Component 2 - Key Watershed

The project is located within the Rickreall Creek and
Upper Siletz River watersheds, which are not designated
as key watersheds.

Component 3 - Watershed Analysis

The North Fork Siletz River was analyzed as part of the
Upper Siletz Watershed Analysis (USDI, Dec. 1996).
Rickreall Creek was analyzed as part of the Rowell, Mill
and,Rickreall Creek and Luckiamute River Watershed
Andysis (USDI, Sept. 1998).

Component 4 - Watershed Restoration

Increasing stand diversity in Riparian Reserves addresses
this component.

K-Line LSR Enhancement Project - Over the long term, this project should aid in meeting ACS
objectives by speeding the development of older forest characteristics in Riparian Reserves,
including increased large wood recruitment for stream channels. In addition, more open stands
would allow for the growth of important riparian speciesin the understory (EA Appendix 1).

5.0 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVESWITH REGARD TO PURPOSE AND

NEED

5.1 Comparison of Alternatives With Regard to the Purpose and Need

Table7: Comparison of Alternative by Purpose and Need

Purpose and Need Proposed Action No Action

(EA section 2.1)
Development of late- Creates patch openings with adjacent clumps Does not meet this purpose and need.
successional forest habitat of trees. Retains existing limbs on open grown | Creates high level of small size CWD for
(patch openings, clumps, trees through selective cutting of trees. Larger | the next decade or two in all stands
CWD, gaps), snag creation diameter trees felled for safety or operational within the project area.
and protection etc. reasons would be retained for CWD.
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Purpose and Need
(EA section 2.1)

Proposed Action

No Action

Increase structural diversity
in relatively uniform conifer
stands.

Reduces tree densities within stands to
increase diameter growth, preserve limbs and
high crown ratios. Increases species diversity
and understory regeneration, shrubs, forbs, etc.

Does not meet purpose and need.
Maintains a highly dense, uniform, small
diameter stand of trees with receding
crown ratios, loss of limbs and |oss of
growth. Understory regeneration, shrubs
etc. would be lacking.

Provides appropriate access
for commercial harvest and
silvicultural practices used to
meet the objectives above,
while minimizing increasesin
road densities.

Constructs 5700 feet of new road and
reconstructs 300 feet of road. Following
harvest, al of the new and reconstruction
would be decommissioned.

No change. Maintain existing road
densities.

Would implement maintenance on feeder
roads, allowing for continued access. Would
also make needed improvements by
minimizing road related runoff and sediment
production.

Delay maintenance on feeder roads,
main routes would be maintained.

6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

Table8: List of Preparers

Resource Name Initial | Date
Cultural Resources Frances Philipek

Hydrology/Water Quality/Soils Ashley LaForge

Silviculture/Riparian Ecology Amy Haynes

Botany TES and Specia Status Plant Ron Exeter

Species

Wildlife TES and Special Status Animal
Species

Scott Hopkins

Fuelg/Air Quality Tom Tomczyk
Fisheries Scott Snedaker
Logging Phil Soding
Engineering Steve Cyrus
Recreation Traci Meredith
NEPA Carolyn Sands
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7.0 CONTACTSAND CONSULTATION

7.1 Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted (ESA Section 7 Consultation)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

To address concerns for effectsto listed wildlife species and potential modification of critical habitats,
the proposed action was consulted upon with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as required under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Consultation for this proposed action was facilitated by its
inclusion within a programmatic Biological Assessment (USDA-FS and USDI-BLM 2004) that
anayzed all projects that may modify the habitat of listed wildlife species on federal lands within the
Northern Oregon Coast Range during fiscal years 2005 and 2006. The resulting Biological Opinion
(reference #1-7-2005-F-0005; USDI-FWS 2004), concluded that this action would not result in
jeopardy to listed species and would not adversely modify critical habitat for any species. This
proposed action has been designed to incorporate all appropriate design standards set forth in the
Biological Assessment to ensure compliance with the Terms and Conditions included within the
Biological Opinion.

National Marine Fisheries Service

Consultation with National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFES) isrequired for projects that ‘ may affect’ listed species. Protection of
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) as described by the Magnuson/Stevens Fisheries Conservation and
Management Act and consultation with NOAA-NMFS isrequired for all projects which may adversely
affect EFH of coho or chinook salmon. The proposed K-Line project is not expected to affect EFH
due to distance of all activities associated with the K-Line project from occupied habitat.

The proposed actions associated with the K-Line LSR Enhancement Project are not expected to cause
any effectsto the listed fish or listed critical habitat in the Rickreall Creek or Luckiamute River
Watersheds. A determination has been made that this proposed project would have ‘no effect’ on
UWR steelhead trout and chinook salmon and Oregon chub. This*no effect’ determination is based on
the distance upstream of the project areafrom ESA listed fish habitat (approximately 7 and 24 miles
downstream) and project design criteria that include no harvest activity within SPZs, dry season
hauling and post-project |eave tree densities of 46-80 trees per acre. Due to the “no effect”
determination this project was not consulted upon with the NMFS.

7.2 Cultural Resources - Section 106 Consultation and Consultation with State Historical
Preservation Office:

The project area occurs in the Coast Range. Survey techniques are based on those described in
Appendix D of the Protocol for Managing Cultural Resource on Lands Administered by the
Bureau of Land Management in Oregon. Post-project survey would be conducted according to
standards based on slope defined in the Protocol appendix. Ground disturbing work would be
suspended if cultural material is discovered during project work until an archaeologist can
assess the significance of the discovery.
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7.3 Public Scoping and Notification-Tribal Governments, Adjacent Landowners, General
Public, and State County and local gover nment offices:

A scoping letter, dated February 27, 2004, was sent to 18 potentially affected and/or interested
individuals, groups, and agencies. One response was received during the scoping period.

A description of the project was included in the December 2004, and March, June and
December 2005 project updates to solicit comments on the proposed projects.

7.3.1  30-day public comment period

The EA and FONSI will be made available for public review March 15, 2006 to April 15,
2006. The notice for public comment will be published in alegal notice by the Polk County
Itemizer Observer newspaper. Comments received by the Marys Peak Resource Areaof the
Salem District Office, 1717 Fabry Road SE, Salem, Oregon 97306, on or before April 15,
2006 will be considered in making the final decisionsfor this project.
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8.2 Common Acronyms

ACS - Aquatic Conservation Strategy

L SR — Late Successional Reserve

BLM — Bureau of Land Management

BMP — Best Management Practice(s)

BO — Biological Opinion

CWD — Coarse Woody Debris

DBHOB — Diameter Breast Height Outside Bark

EA — Environmental Assessment

ESA — Endangered Species Act

FONSI — Finding of No Significant Impact

LUA —Land Use Allocation

LWD — Large Woody Debris

L SRA — Late-Successional Reserve Assessment for Oregon’s North Coast Range Adaptive
Management Area

NEPA — National Environmental Policy Act (1969)

NMFS — National Marine Fisheries Service

NWFP — Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and Standards and Guidelines for
Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Related Species within the Range of
the Northern Spotted Owl (1994) (Northwest Forest Plan)

ODEQ — Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

ODFW — Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

RMP — Salem District Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (1995)

RMP/FEIS — Salem District Proposed Resource Management Plan / Final Environmental
Impact Statement (1994)

RR — Riparian Reserves (land use allocation)

S&M/FSEIS — Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement For Amendment to the
Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and Other Mitigation Measures Standards and
Guidelines (2000)

S& M ROD — Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelinesfor Amendment to the Survey
and Manage, Protection Buffer, and Other Mitigation Measures Standards and

Guidelines (2001)

SPZ — Stream Protection Zone (no-cut protection zone/no-cut buffer/no-treatment
zone/stream buffer)

USDI — United States Department of the Interior
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9.0 APPENDICES

9.1 Appendix 1 - Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives

9.11
Strategy Objectives

Documentation of the Projects Consistency with the Nine Aquatic Conservation

Unless otherwise specified, the No Action Alternative would not prevent the attainment of any of the
nine ACS objectives. Current conditions and trends would continue and are described in EA Section
3.2. EA section 4.0 describesthe project’ s consistency with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy

Objectives.

Table 9: Projects Consistency with the Nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives

Aquatic Conservation Strategy
Objectives (ACSOs)

Project 1 - Alternative 1
(EA section 2.4)

1. Maintain and restore the
distribution, diversity, and
complexity of watershed and
landscape-scale features.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 1. Treating
Riparian Reserves to increase species vigor, diversity, and
CWD would help restore the distribution and complexity of
landscape features in the watershed.

2. Maintain and restore spatial and
temporal connectivity within and
between watersheds.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 2. Long term
connectivity of terrestrial watershed features would be
improved by increasing the availability and proximity of
functioning riparian habitat.

3. Maintain and restore the physical
integrity of the aguatic system,
including shorelines, banks, and
bottom configurations.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 3. No-treatment
buffers adjacent to all surface water would maintain the
physical integrity of the aquatic system. Some alteration of
stream channels would occur during culvert replacements.

4. Maintain and restore water quality
necessary to support healthy
riparian, aguatic, and wetland
ecosystems.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 4. No measurable
effects to water quality would be anticipated from the
proposed action. Stream buffers would eliminate disturbance
of streamside vegetation; no trees would be cut from the
stream bank or where roots are stabilizing the stream bank.

No activities would take place directly in or adjacent to stream
channels.

5. Maintain and restore the sediment
regime under which aquatic
ecosystems evolved.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 5. The proposed
project is designed to minimize the risk of a mass soil
movement event (slump/landslide). No-treatment buffers and
project design features would minimize any potential sediment
from harvest, burning, and road-related activities from
reaching water bodies.

6. Maintain and restore in-stream
flows sufficient to create and sustain
riparian, aguatic, and wetland
habitats and to retain patterns of
sediment, nutrient, and wood
routing.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 6. The proposed
alternative would not measurably alter instream flows. The
proposed timber harvest would affect only 0.001% of the
forest cover in the Rickreall Creek watershed and 0.5% of
forest cover in the Upper Siletz watershed — well below the
20% threshold for measurable effects.
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Aquatic Conservation Strategy
Objectives (ACSOs)

Project 1 - Alternative 1
(EA section 2.4)

7. Maintain and restore the timing,
variability, and duration of
floodplain inundation and water
table elevation in meadows and
wetlands.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 7. Project design
features, such as no-treatment buffers, coupled with the small
% of vegetation proposed to be removed, would maintain
groundwater levels and floodplain inundation rates.

8. Maintain and restore the species
composition and structural diversity
of plant communitiesin riparian
areas and wetlands.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 8. Vegetation
management within the Riparian Reserve would help restore
structural diversity.

9. Maintain and restore habitat to
support well-distributed populations
of native plant, invertebrate and
vertebrate riparian-dependent
Species.

Does not prevent the attainment of ACSO 9. Density
management would help restore RR habitat by increasing
species and structural diversity and increasing snags & CWD.

9.2 Appendix 2 - Response to Scoping Comments

A scoping letter, dated February 27, 2004, was sent to 18 potentially affected and/or interested
individuals, groups, and agencies. One response was received during the scoping period.

921

Summary of commentsand BLM responses

The following addresses comments raised in one letter from the public received as a result of
scoping (40 CFR Part 1501.7). Additional supporting information can be found in Specialists

Reportsin the NEPA file.

9.2.1.1 Oregon Natural Resource Council (March 30, 2004)

1. Comment: “Thisproject would involve extensive new road construction. The proposed
roadswill impact hydrology, reduce soil productivity and provide a corridor for invasive
weeds. The potential benefits of thinning must be weighed against the certain immediate
costs of road construction. Even temporary roads degrade the ecosystem for yearsto come” .

Response: Some new road construction is necessary for operability dueto topography
present in the project area. As stated in the EA p. 23, “ constructing/reconstructing
approximately 6000 feet of road would result in loss of topsoil and compaction of sub-soil on
approximately 2.2 acre (about 0.7% of the total proposed project area). The areais currently
forested land that would be converted to non-forested. The roads to be constructed would be
on gentle topography (grades of approximately 3 to 10%). All of the new construction would
be decommissioned following harvest, so some recovery back to aforested condition would
occur in the area over time’. The EA on p. 28 concluded that “due to local soil conditions,
thereisarelatively small potential for these roads to intercept (re-route) surface and near-

surface flow”.
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The EA recognized on pp. 19-20 that “dl road construction, reconstruction and

decommissioning would disrupt areas of duff and expose mineral soil. Non-native species
may become established in any exposed mineral soil areas. These non-native species often
persist for several years but soon decline as native vegetation increases within the project
areas. Sowing exposed soil areas is expected to abate the establishment of noxious weeds.
Any adverse effects from noxious weeds within the project area are not anticipated. The risk
rating for the long-term establishment of noxious weed species and consequences of adverse

effects on this project areais low”.

Best Management Practices would be followed during road construction to reduce the risk of
adverse effects to aguatic resources. Thefollowing table includes the length of each new
road to be constructed and the number of acres accessed by each road and the computed

cost:benefit ratio of the number of acres treated per mile of road construction.

Road Primary Road : Associated Unit Ades O.f

" Work Miles Acres Unit/Mile of
Road

T1 New 0.44 46 105

T4 New 0.45 40 89

T5 New 0.20 23 115

2. Comment: The BLM must develop an alternative that does not construct spurslonger than
200 feet. Developing one alternative that builds extensive roads and a no-action alternative
does not provide the public with the broad range of alternatives as required by NEPA.

Response: Asstated in Section 1.5 (p. 4) of the EA, the purpose of the project is to manage
developing forest stands and wildlife habitat in LSR LUA so that late-successional forest
conditions can be developed, accelerated, and enhanced; manage early to mid-seral standsin
Riparian Reserve LUA so that growth of trees can be accelerated to restore large conifers,
habitat for populations of native riparian-dependent plants, invertebrates, and vertebrate
species can be enhanced or restored; and structural and spatial stand diversity can be
improved on a site-specific and landscape level in the long term. In addition thereisaneed to
maintain and develop a safe, efficient and environmentally sound road system that provides
appropriate access for timber harvest and silvicultural practices used to meet the objectives
above, and reduces environmental effects associated with identified existing roads within the
project area.

As mentioned in Section 2.4 (p. 10) of the EA, “an alternative that would limit the amount of
new spur road construction distances to 200 feet would have reduced the density management
treatment area from the proposed 304 acres to approximately 151 acres. The area eliminated
153 acres from density management, consisting of approximately 78 acres of skyline yarding
and 75 acres of ground based yarding. These areas would become inaccessible to harvest
operations due to adverse topography features and exceedingly high ground based logging
costs. This reduction would have severely reduced the development, acceleration, and
enhancement of mid-seral forest toward late-successional forest conditions. Consequently,
this alternative was considered but not analyzed in detail.
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3. Comment: “ONRC has repeatedly asked the BLM to use the research that Andrew Carey
devel oped that recommends variability on a small scalein order to promote diversity of tree
spacing between and among stands. Thin from below prescriptions fail to do more than
release the dominant and co-dominant trees, until the canopy closes again. These
prescriptions do not achieve variability as prescribed for in LSR objectives.

Response: We appreciate the references you gave us, most of which we have read. We
alwaystry to achieve variable density in our L SR treatments, within our operational
constraints, and believe that our prescription would accomplish that. We plan to create
canopy gaps over the project area which would equal approximately 5% of the treatment area,
and also to leave small unthinned areas (clumps). The clumps and gaps would range from
approximately .25 to 1 acre, as recommended by Andrew Carey and Jerry Franklin in the
reference you gave us (http//www.reo.gov/amal/franklin2001.htm).

We believe the smaller gaps would promote increased growth of shrub species (rhododendron
and vine maple), and the larger gaps would promote conifer understory species such as
western red cedar and western hemlock, which we plan to plant. Within the larger gaps we
would leave large “wolfy” trees or trees with other wildlife values, releasing them completely
S0 as to promote epicormic branching and deep crowns. Between the gaps, we plan to mark
the project in arange of basal areas, probably by assigning each marker a different basal area,
with the goal of achieving spacing variability at the scale of approximately 2 acre. We would
also reserve all western hemlock under 14" DBH, all conifers over 24" DBH and all
hardwoods to give us additional spacing variability.

Vertical diversity would be difficult to achieve in the short term, given that the stand consists
of mostly Douglas-fir of the same height, except those dying from suppression. Although we
are primarily thinning Douglas-fir from below, the marking guide calls for leaving healthy
intermediate trees in place of dominant ones, recognizing that there would be few of them.
However, by leaving most of the western hemlock, and all of the western red cedar, noble fir
and hardwoods, we would achieve some height differentiation.

4. Comment: All ecologically significant large snags and woody debris must be retained.
Shags should be carefully inventoried by species, size decay status, quality and location and
should be treated as “ special habitats’. They should be given special attention during
project planning and implementation (i.e. not harvesting treesif they are near hazardous
snags greater than 15 DBHOB). BLM’s RMP and the NFP do not provide adequate
protection of legacy features.

Response: We agree that large diameter snags are important legacy features that should be
retained in treatment units, and we understand your concern that safety/operational issues
should not diminish these structures. We believe the design features for the protection of
existing down logs and snags as stated in the EA (page 15) provides the necessary protection
for these resources and removes any incentive for needlessly felling or removing them.

We have aso purposely designed most of our un-thinned clumps (skips) to protect one or
more snags. Wereviewed in the field one of our recently completed projects (Little Boulder
Thinning) with former and current ONRC representatives (Jeremy Hall and Chandra LeGue)
during the summer of 2005 where retention of larger diameter snags was accomplished
without significant loss to thisimportant resource.
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This project’ s success in retaining large diameter snagsis not unique, asit has been our fairly
extensive experience that the loss of large diameter snags for operational/safety reasons rarely
happens in our units, but is occasionally necessary in close proximity to roads, landings, and
yarding corridors/skid trails.

5. Comment: The BLM must use the DecAlD decision support tool and useit appropriately.
“The BLM is obligated to use the best available science to protect public resources” .

Response: The EA discusses both snag and down log retention on Page 6 (see Table 1) and
on Page 29. The BLM is not relying on old out-dated science concerning management of
snags and down logs. Asrequired by the Northwest Forest Plan, a Late-Successional Reserve
Assessment was completed in January 1998 that covers BLM lands in the project area, and
addresses management considerations for retention and creation of CWD based on relevant
research findings from a number of studies within the Coast Range Province. This document,
along with the DecAlID tool and other references provided a foundation for development of
the prescription for snags and down logs, and are cited in the Biological Evaluation of wildlife
resources.

9.3 Appendix 3—K-LINE MARKING GUIDE

The goals of the project are to increase understory canopy development, maintain existing snags and
down wood, increase species diversity, & increase the diameter growth of the leave trees.

Spacing:
Variable spacing would be accomplished by assigning a different Basal AreaFactor (BAF) to
each crew member, or by assigning a different BAF each day or each partia day (basal area
ranging from 80 to 120 sg. ft/acre).
Take advantage of diversity already occurring in the stand by leaving clumps of trees around
snags. Assume some of the green treesin those clumps will end up as snags/down wood.
Open up the crowns of "wolfy trees" (big thick branches, deep crowns) completely, removing
all the trees around them.
Cut extratrees around understory conifers, or reserved western hemlock, giving them enough
light for survival/growth. Conversely, if it looks like a patch of small coniferswill be
destroyed by yarding, leave some large trees around them to act as a buffer.

Species:
In Units 31A, 31B and 31D only Douglas-fir trees would be cut unless the western hemlock is
growing in clumps, in which case, the western hemlock would be thinned. When comparable
adjacent trees exist, western hemlock would be reserved over Douglas-fir.
In Unit 31C only Douglasfir trees would be cut.
All western hemlock trees 14.0° DBHOB and smaller would be reserved.
All trees greater than 24.1” DBHOB would be reserved.

Tree Condition:

- Treeswith complex structures (forked, topless, and deformities) would be reserved

individually or left in clumps where possible.
Generally, the biggest and best trees (except as above), would be left. However, if there are
healthy looking intermediate trees, dominant trees could be cut instead. Thiswould maintain
as much vertical diversity as possible.
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9.4 Appendix 4 — Compliance with Current Survey and Manage Direction

2001 ROD Compliance Review: Survey & Manage Wildlife Species

Environmental AnalysisFile

Salem District BLM, Marys Peak Resource Area

Project
Name:
Project
Type:

Location:

K-Line LSR Enhancement Project
Density Management Thinning

T.07S., R.O7W., Section 31.

Prepared By:  Scott Hopkins
Preparation

Date: 2/27/2006
S&M List

Date: 12/19/2003

TableA. Survey & Manage Wildlife Species Known and Suspected on Salem District BLM.
The species listed below were compiled from the 2003 Annual Species Review (IM-OR-2004-
034) and incorporates those vertebrate and invertebrate species whose known or suspected range
includes the Salem District according to: Survey Protocols for Amphibians under the Survey &
Manage Provision of the Northwest Forest Plan, version 3.0 (1999), Survey protocol for the Great
Gray Owl within the Range of the Northwest Forest Plan, version 3.0 (Jan. 2004), Survey Protocol
for the Red Tree Vole, version 2.1 (Oct. 2002) and those mollusk species that are known or
suspected within the District according to the Survey Protocol for S&M Terrestrial Mollusk
Species version 3.0 (Feb. 2003).

Survey Triggers Survey Results
- . Proj ect may
; S&M Within | Project |° o o ively | Surveys
SRR Category | Rangeof | Contains| MO8 Y | FTVHE | SUVEYS | g | Buffers?
egory . affect Required| completed
the Suitable species s 5 Found?
) ot 7 ,
Species? | habitat? | oot
Vertebrates
Larch Mountain
Salamander 2 A No NA * NA No NA NA None
(Plethodon larsdlli)
3
Great Gray Owl A No NA NA No NA NA | None
(Strix nebulosa)
iy
Oregon Red Tree Vole C Yes No No No NA NA None
(Arborimus longicaudus)
Mollusks
. 5
Puget Oregonian * A No NA NA No NA NA | None
(Cryptomasix devia)
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Survey Triggers Survey Results
Proj ect may

seM | Within | Project

Species : negatively | Surveys | Surveys : Buffers?
Category | Rangeof | Contains) . Required| completed sl
the Suitable species s 5 Found?
q H 2 " .
Species? | habitat? | it ar
Crater Lake Tightcoil °
(Pristiloma arcticum A No NA NA No NA NA None

crateris)

1. NA = Not applicable.

2. In the Salem Didtrict, the range of the Larch Mountain salamander is only in the very northern portion of the Cascades
Resource Area, within 14 miles of the Columbia River, east of the confluence with the Sandy River according to
Survey Protocols for Amphibians under the Survey & Manage Provision of the Northwest Forest Plan v3.0 (1999)
pages 262 and 269.

3. Inthe Salem District, the range of the great gray owl is only within the Cascades Resource Area.

4. In the Salem District, pre-disturbance surveys are required for red tree voles in the North Mesic Zone which includes
the project area. However, since the proposed treatment units do not contain any mature or old-growth forest patches,
nor do they have 2 or more "predominant” conifer trees per acre (Survey Protocol for the Red Tree Vole, Version 2.1,
October 23, 2002), surveys are not required.

5. In the Salem District, the range of Cryptomastix devia islimited to the Tillamook Resource Area and Clackamas
County and Multnomah County in the Cascades Resource Area.

6. Inthe Salem District, Pristiloma articum crateris is suspected to occur above 2000 feet elevation in the Cascades
Resource Areaonly.

Statement of Compliance. Within the K-Line LSR Enhancement Project there are no pre-disturbance
surveys required for Survey and Manage wildlife species in order to comply with the 2001 Record of Decision
and Standard and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other
Mitigation Measure Standards and Guidelines (as the 2001 ROD was amended or modified as of March 21,
2004). There are no known Category B, D, E, and F species within the K-Line LSR Enhancement Project.

Therefore, based on the preceding information (refer to Table A above), it is my determination that the K-Line
LSR Enhancement Project complies with the provisions of the 2001 Record of Decision and Standard and
Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measure
Standards and Guidelines (as the 2001 ROD was amended or modified as of March 21, 2004). For the
foregoing reasons, this project is in compliance with the 2001 ROD as stated in Point (3) on page 14 of the
January 9, 2006, Court order in Northwest Ecosystem Alliance et al. v. Rey et al.

Brad Keller, Field Manager Date
Marys Peak Resource Area
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2001 ROD Compliance Review: Survey & Manage Botany Species

Environmental AnalysisFile
Salem District Bureau of Land Management

Project Name: K-Line Prepared By: Ron Exeter
Project Type: Commercial thinnning Date:.  Feb. 2006
Location: (Coast Range physiographic province) T.7 S., R.7 W., Section 31
S&M List Date: December 2003

TableA. Survey & Manage Species Known and Suspected in the Salem District. Species listed
below were compiled from the 2003 Annual Species Review (IM-OR-2004-034) and includes all
species in which pre-disturbance surveys may be needed (Category A, C and non-fungi Category B
speciesif the project occursin old-growth as defined on page 79-80 of the 2001 ROD) and lists known
sites of other survey and manage species that are known to occur within the project area. In addition,
the table indicates whether or not a survey was required, survey results and site management.

The following survey protocols and literature were used in determining species known range, habitat
and survey methodology. All field surveys were completed by intuitive controlled methods.

Fungi:
Survey Protocols for Bridgeoporus (=Oxyporus) nobilissmus (Version 2.0, May 1998)

Lichens:

Survey Protocolsfor Component 2 Lichens (Version 2.0, March 1998)

Survey Protocols for Survey and Manage Category A & C Lichensin the Northwest Forest Plan
Area(Version 2.1 (2003)

2003 Amendment to the Survey Protocol for Survey and Manage Category A & C Lichens.
(Version 2.1 Amendment, September 2003)

Bryophytes:
Survey Protocolsfor Protection Buffer Bryophytes (Version 2.0)

Vascular Plants:
Survey Protocols for Survey and Manage Strategy 2 Vascular Plants (Version 2.0, December
1998).

All species:
Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species of Oregon; Oregon Natural Heritage Information
Center (May 2004).
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Survey Triggers Survey Results
Species XM Within Project . Sites Sit
Category | Rangeof | Contains negg?{ \?;t yn;?f):act Surveys | Survey Date | Known or | M anage?nmt
the hSUall)t_abE specieshabitat? Required? | (month/year)| Found?
Species? itat? ’
Fungi
Bridgeoporus May, June,
nobilissimus A YES YES NO YES Sept 2004 None N/A
Lichens
Bryoria NO NO NO NO® NA | None | NIA
pseudocapillaris®
Bryoria spiralifera’ NO NO NO NO? N/A None N/A
Dendriscocaulon - N/A
intricatatul um A YES NO NO NO None N/A
Hypogymnia May, June,
dupli catal® C YES YES NO YES Sept 2004 None N/A
Leptogium May, June,
cyanescen oo A YES YES NO YES Sept 2004 None N/A
Lobarialinita A YES | NO NO NOP NA“ 1 None | N/A
var .tenuoir™®
Nephroma occultum® C YES NO NO NO® N/A None N/A
Niebla cephalota™ A NO NO NO NO’ N/A None N/A
Eﬁgﬂgﬁhe”ar ia A NO NO NO NO* NA | None | NIA
Pseudocyphellaria 5 N/A
rainierensis® A YES NO NO NO None N/A
Teloschistes 2
flavicansi? A NO NO NO NO N/A None N/A
Bryophytes
May,
Schistostega pennata™| A YES YES NO YES |June Sept| None N/A
2004
May,
Tetraphis geniculata™ A YES YES NO YES | June Sept| None N/A
2004
Vascular Plants
Botrychium 5
i nganenselc A NO NO NO NO N/A None N/A
Botrychium A NO NO NO NO® NA | None | NIA
montanun
Coptis asplenifolia A NO NO NO NO?® N/A None N/A
Coptistrifolia™ A NO NO NO NO° N/A None N/A
gg%’g:};s aquae- A NO NO NO NO’ NA | None | NIA
Cypripedium C NO NO NO NO® NA | None | NIA
fasciculatum®
Cypripediium C NO NO NO NO? NA | None | N/A
montanunT®
Eucephalisvialis™ A NO NO NO NO° N/A None N/A
Galium A NO NO NO NO? NA | None | N/A
kamtschaticum
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Survey Triggers Survey Results
Species XM Within Project . Sites Sit
Category | Rangeof | Contains nezzx?{ \?;t yrg?f):act Surveys | Survey Date | Known or | M anage?nent
the Suitable specieshabitat? Required? | (month/year)| Found?
Species? habitat? ’
Plantanthera
orbiculata var. C NO NO NO NO® N/A None N/A
orbiculata
Category B Species (equivalent effort surveys needed if project areaincludes ol d-growth as defined in 2001 ROD glossary, p. 79-80)
None. * | B | - | NO | NO | NO° | NA [ None | N/A
Additional Category B, D, E & F known sites located within the proposed project Area
. . Described
Cudonia monticola B NO May 2004 | YES bel ow*
Gomphus kaufmannii B NO |Nov.2004| YEs | Described
below*
Ramaria B NO [Nov.2004| YEs | Decribed
Cyaneigranosa below
Rickenella swartzii B NO | May2004| YEs | DEErIed

1 These species are former species of concern; (a) Bureau sensitive, (b) bureau assessment or (c) bureau tracking species.

2 Thisspeciesis known from high elevations containing true fir and the only sitein the Oregon Coast Rangeis at
approximately 4000 feet on the top of Marys Peak. There are no true firs within the proposed project area.

3 This species known range within the NW Forest Plan is along the immediate coast or within the coastal fog zone within

sight or sound of the Pacific Ocean but often extending up to 15 milesinland.

4  Thisspeciesisonly known from Oregon at Cape Perpetua adjacent the Pacific Ocean. There are no survey protocols
available. Survey protocols were due to be completed on September 30, 2005, and fully effective September 30, 2006.

5 These species are known primarily from mature and old-growth, Doug-fir, Western Hemlock and Pacific silver-fir.
Field surveys are not required if the speciesis not known to exist in the proposed project area or in the vicinity, and if it

is determined that probable suitable habitat is unlikely to exist in the proposed project area.

6 These species are not known to occur on Bureau of Land Management lands within the Salem District. These species

have no known sites in the Oregon Coast Range physiographic province.

7 Thisspeciesis known to occur on Bureau of Land Management lands within the Salem District in the Cascades
Resource Area. This species has known sites in the Western Cascades physiographic province but none in the Oregon

Coast Range physiographic province.
8 Thisspeciesisonly known from western Washington. There are no known sitesin Oregon.

9 Surveysarenot required. The project areaisless than 80 years of age and the project does not meet the definition on

page 79-80 of the 2001 ROD.

STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE: Pre-disturbance surveys and management of known sites required
by protocol standards to comply with the 2001 Record of Decision and Standard and Guidelines for
Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measure
Standards and Guidelines (as the 2001 ROD was amended or modified as of March 21, 2004) were
completed for K-Line Commercial Thinning Project. The K-Line Commercial Thinning Project
also complies with any site management for any Category B, D, and E species asidentified in the

2001 ROD (as modified).

SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS: The following survey and manage special attention species
were located in May and November, 2004 during intuitive controlled surveys, Cudonia monticola,
Gomphus kaufmannii, Ramaria cyaneigranosa and Rickenella swartzi. The management direction

isto protect known sites and to minimize soil disturbance.
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All of the sites were protected by excluding the known site location from any harvest
consideration, and providing a 60 foot minimum protection zone. All of the sites except for the
Rickenella site were further protected by incorporating the known site protection zones into an
adjacent riparian reserve.

Therefore, based on the preceding information (refer to Table A above) regarding the status of
surveys and site management for Survey & Manage botanical species, it is my determination that
K-line Commercial Thinning Project complies with the provisions of the 2001 Record of Decision
and Standard and Guidelines for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and
other Mitigation Measure Standards and Guidelines (as the 2001 ROD was amended or modified as
of March 21, 2004). For the foregoing reasons, this project isin compliance with the 2001 ROD as
stated in Point (3) on page 14 of the January 9, 2006, Court order in Northwest Ecosystem Alliance
eta.v.Reyetal.

Brad Keller, Field Manager Date
Marys Peak Resource Area, Salem District BLM
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